











329 





Feb. 26, 1876. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





—— 


Subscription to the Soxtcrrors’ Journat is—Town, 
96s. ; Country, 288. ; with the Weexty RePorter, 52s. 
in advance includes Double Numbers and 
. Subscribers can have their Volumes bound at 

the Office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 
All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ 
Journal” must be authenticated by the name of the 


writer. 
Phere difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal 


with regularity in the Country, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


The Solicitors’ dournal. 











LONDON, FEBRUARY 26, 1876. 
CURRENT TOPICS. 

Tue MEETING OF THE BAR, Summoned by the Attor- 
ney-General for this day, has been postponed sine 
die. We should be sorry to believe that this is 
mindication that no steps are to be taken with refer- 
mee to the matters on which the meeting was called. 
We have often affirmed, and we repeat now, that 

the nature of the main grievance which Mr. Norwood 
seeks to remedy by his Bill there can be no two opinions 
among reasonable men. When every excuse has been 
and admitted, it remains simply amazing that 
aprofession which enforces on the whole a high tone 
af honour among its members should allow counsel 
to take briefs when they know they cannot attend 
tothem; to receive large fees, and then, without com- 
punction, hand the work they have been paid to do 
over to other counsel, who may or may not be competent, 
but whom the suitor would never have chosen to conduct 
his case. The evil is a great and a growing one; and 
the practical question at present is whether it shall be 
abated by the voluntary action of the Bar, or by pressure 
fom without. We have long urged the adoption 
of the former course, and we hope that the result 
wil show that the Bar are prepared to set themselves 
to devise a remedy for a state of things which we do not 
hesitate to say is inconsistent with the practice which 
should prevail among high-minded gentlemen. That 
the main grievance is susceptible of remedy is obvious 
from the fact that in one of the divisions of the High 
Court it has really no existence. The suitorin the Chan- 
cry Division may, as a rule, make sure of beingrepresented 
at the hearing of his case.by the counsel he has selected. 
There is no doubt that the adoption of a similar rule in 
the Common Law Divisions would be attended with very 
much greater difficulties than attach to it in the Chancery 
Division. But are these difficulties insuperable?’ If 
the rule cannot be adopted in precisely the same form, 
why should not the Bar agree that in all cases where a 
counsel is unable personally to attend a case he shall, 
if time allows him, give his client the opportunity of 
placing his brief and fees in other hands, or, if it does not, 
shall hand over both the brief and the fees? We venture 
to say that if some such rule as this could be established, 
and it were also resolved that any objection to the fees 
shall be taken before acceptance of the brief, and a com- 
mittee of barristers were elected to decide questions 
arising out of these rules, the grievances complained of 
would speedily disappear. We very earnestly commend 
these suggestions to the consideration of the Bar. 

As to Mr. Norwood’s Bill, we cannot help doubting 
whether its framers have clearly understood the evils to 
be remedied. There can be no advantage in making a 
legislative net with meshés so slender as to let all the big 
and devastating porpoises tear their way through ; while 
the inoffensive sprats only are captured. ‘The barristers 
who hand over briefs and neglect their work are the 

» who can practically make what terms they like 
With their clients. Is it not absolutely certain that these 





gentlemen would at once contract themselves out of the 
proposed Act? What has the leader to do to evade the 
Act but to instruct his clerk to accept briefs only on 
the express condition that if he finds he cannot attend to 
them he may hand them over to a substitute ? Moreover, 
in reference to court work it is useless to conceal the 
fact that the difficulty of proving negligence would be 
almost insuperable. The client loses his case; 
how is that event to be brought home to the 
counsel who handed over his brief? Would the 
judge, who of course would be called as a witness 
to testify that if the case had been differently handled 
by the substitute the result would have been different, 
be likely to confess that his decision or direction to the 
jury was wrong because, depending for his law or for 
his capacity of dealing with facts upon the addresses of 
counsel, he was misled by the inefficient substitute. If the 
result of the case depended solely on the ability of counsel 
the matter would be different —even here, however, it is 
to be remembered that an action for negligence against 
a solicitor rarely succeeds—but when it is borne in 
mind that the result of a case depends upon the 
sufficiency of the instructions to counsel; the way in 
which the case is got up; the ability and knowledge of 
the judge; the intelligence and freedom from bias of the 
jury, it will be seen that it is little short of absurd to 
say that the loss of a case by negligence could be 
brought home to counsel. 





Ir wouLD HAVE BEEN a more prudent course, though 
one hardly to be expected, if the Attorney-General had © 
abstained from the attempt to justify the terms of the 
first Circular on Fugitive Slaves. His solitary voice, how- 
ever, only makes more marked the otherwise universal 
repudiation of its doctrines, and his argument will hardly 
rise above the value which, on a celebrated occasion, he 
assigned to an Act of Parliament, when he described it 
as worth no more than a “rotten nut.” The debate 
which is now closed has brought out very fully the deter- 
mination-of the country to maintain its old position on 
the subject of slavery, and has added confirmation to 
the view we have from the first expressed on the legal! 
aspect of the question. ‘The question at issue as to the 
policy of issuing the second circular is a fine one. That 
the first was as uncalled for by circumstances as it was 
bad in law we have always believed; but the fact 
that they had issued a circular which could not be 
maintained no doubt placed the Government in a 
delicate and difficult position. It is, however, no part 
of the functions of this journal to exercise criticism 
upon the political bearings of the question. The legal 
point upon which the debate chiefly turned related to 
the duties of ships of war in the territorial waters of 
slave States, and we have no hesitation in accepting the 
principles laid down in Mr. Herschell’s lucid and cogent 
speech. As was clearly pointed out by him, the second 
circular itself admits that there is no obligation to sur- 
render, or even to expel from the ship, a fugitive slave, 
though received on board within the waters of a power 
which recognizes slavery ; for if there were such an obli- 
gation it would not stop short at the risk of life. The 
question, therefore, comes to this, whether there is such 
a danger of international embarrassments, or such a 
necessity of protecting commanders against the conse- 
quences of their own acts, as to justify or require the 
line to be drawn at that point. This is a question on 
which we will not enter. We have always doubted the 
necessity of any such instructions, and as to ships on the 
high seas, we have expressed our opinion that those in- 
structions were more than unnecessary. As to ships in 
harbour, while we admit the force and cogency of Mr. 
Herschell’s argument, we feel that the matter is one of 
greater difficulty ; but it appears to us not to involve a 
question of principle, and we therefore leave the discus- 
sion of it to columns more proper for the examination of 
such questions, 
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A peERuSsAL of the text of the Lord Chancellor’s 
Appellate Jurisdiction Bill confirms the impression pro- 
duced by his statement made last week on the occasion 
of its presentation to the House of Lords, The Bill 
will, probably, be accepted as a reasonable compromise 
between the views of those who desire to see the exercise 
of this jurisdiction intrusted to an imperial court com- 
posed of the most distinguished lawyers which the em- 
pire, in all its branches, can produce, and those who are 
so filled with a sense of the importance of the prestige 
which, from whatever cause, attends the decisions of the 
House of Lords, that they are willing to sacrifice logical 
consistency, and even some amount of practical conveni- 
ence, to its preservation. 

Iu principle, the proposed tribunal, though called the 
House of Lords, does not differ at all from the “ Im- 
perial Court of Appeal” proposed in 1874, and the 
divergences even in detail are very insignificant. If the 
object of the Lord Chancellor be to vindicate his perscnal 
consistency, and to show how possible it is to 
withdraw without giving way, he seems to us to 
have most entirely succeeded. Indeed, some of those 
very points of detail which were most open to 
objection in the former proposal, and most susceptible 
of skilful modification in the amended scheme, are simply 
reproduced without alteration. Such, for instance, is the 
retention of the power of appointing ‘“‘ Lords of Appeal ” 
direct from the bar, instead of confining the choice to 
the holders of “high judicial offices” of a certain 
standing as such, a provision which makes the reference 
to these offices in the Bill wholly nugatory, as it is 
absurd to suppose that there {could ever be a judge of 
the High Court of two years’ standing who would not 
also be a barrister of fifteen years’ standing. Looking at 
the great difference that there is between the functions 
of the judge and those of the advocate, and the number 
of cases in which very successful advocates have turned 
out highly unsatisfactory judges, and vice versd, we are 
strongly of opinion that no man ought to be appointed 
to the Supreme Appellate Court direct from the bar, or 
without at least five years’ judicial experience, with the 
single, but necessary, exception of the Lord Chancellor 
tor the time being. 

Another objectionable feature in the former proposal 
which re-appeurs in this Bill is the want of any fetter on 
the discretion of the Crown, as to the proportions in 
which the different parts of the kingdom are to 
be represented. The susceptibilities of Ireland and 
Scotland in this respect may possibly not be so acute, 
now that they have succeeded in retaining the name 
whick they desired, as they showed themselves last year, 
but the grievance which alone gave weight to the ex- 
pression of those’ susceptibilities will remain, and though 
we can quite believe that due care will be taken, at first, 
to avoid any real injustice to the bench or bar of either 
of those countries, we are not less certain that, sooner or 
later, 2 court constituted as proposed by the present Bill 
will become an exclusively English court. Again, the 
Bill, while providing for the gradual absorption of the 


Judicial Committee of the Privy Council by the new 
court, makes no provision for the appointment of any 
East Indian or colonial judges, as assessors or otherwise, 
nor would any such judge (unless he could be deemed to 
be a barrister of England or Ireland within the meaning 
of the Bill, which is at least doubtful) be eligible for 


appointment as a “ Lord of Appeal.’ This will remove 
one of the principal inducements which have hitherto 
attracted men of mark and weight to the office 
of Chief Justice of Bengal, and will infallibly tend to 
the injury of the administration of justice in India. 
In cur opinion, nothing could well be more objectionable 
in this respect than any measure calculated to increase 
the weight of the “civilian element” as agaiust the 
“legal element” in the High Court of Justice in India, 
and we can conceive nothing more likely to conduce to 
this result than any alteration for the worse in the 
dignity or emoluments open to the Chief Justices of 





these courts after retirement. Granted that but com. 
paratively few of them ever did, in fact, obtain a seat on 
the Judicial Committee, the possibility of doing so hay 
acted to attract better men to all the places. 

These defects are, however, by no means of the oe. 
sence of the measure, and we are not without hope that, 
before it has assumed its final shape, some means yjjj 
be found for obviating some, at least, of the more 
important amongst them. 





A QUESTION LIKELY to cause a gentle shock to the 
nerves of some of our readers was put by a correspondent 
in a letter which we printed last week.* The question 
is this:—Does the 4th section of the Vendor and Pur. 
chaser Act, 1874, apply to the case of a re-conveyance to 
a mortgager on paying off the mortgage, or is it intended 
only to provide for the case of a purchase in which an 
outstanding mortgage is being got in? The words of 
the section, as our correspondent pointed out, are in 
themselves wide enough to embrace every case in which 
the whole amount secured is paid: “ The legal personal 
representative of a mortgagee of a freehold estate, or of 
a copyhold estate to which the mortgagee shall have been 
admitted, may, on payment of all sums secured by the 
mortgage, convey or surrender the mortgaged estate, 
whether the mortgage be in form an assurance subject 
to redemption, or an assurance upon trust.” But the 
section does not, in terms, speak of a re-convey. 
ance or of re-payment; and the object of the Act, 
as stated in the preamble, is “‘ to facilitate the transfer of 
land by means of certain amendments in the law of ven- 
dor and purchaser.” It seems clear, therefore, that if 
all the rest of the Act related to matters arising on sales 
and purchases, the 4th section would also be construed as 
confined to such matters. This, however, is certainly not 
the case ; for not only is the 5th section, which provides for 
the devolution of bare trust estates, and also probably 
the 6th, incapable of being so cunfined, but the 7th sec 
tion (which, though now repealed, may of course still be 
looked at for the purpose of ascertaining the scope and 
intent of the statute) amends the law of mortgagor and 
mortgagee by abolishing tacking, and the 8th section ex- 
pressly provides for cases of mortgages created by de- 
visees under unregistered wills. Under these circum- 
stances, it appears to us that the preamble carries no 
weight whatever, while, if on other grounds the court 
thought the section was intended to be a general one, it 
would not lay much stress on the absence of technical 
words denoting re-conveyances. It may, perhaps, be said 
that the case contemplated by the section being that of 
the full payment of the money, is just what happens on 
a sale when an outstanding mortgage is got in, and that, 
as the section will not apply to a sale under the mortga- 
gee’s power—at all events where the purchase-money 
does not amount to the sum securel by the mortgage— 
this fact raises a presumption against the general 
applicability of the section. But it seems to us that, if 
it is considered that the excepted case is actually one 
between vendor and purchaser, the deduction therefrom 
that the section will not apply between mortgagor and 
mortgagee is not one of much force. Again, if we look at the 
whole Act, we find that the first three sections are con- 
fined to vendor and purchaser. Then, passing by the 
Ath section, come the 5th, 6th, and 7th sections, which 
are not so confined. It is, therefore, quite as legitimate 
to regard the 4th section as belonging to the latter partof 
the Act as it is to regard it as a portion of the former. 
On the whole, we are of opinion that the section applies 
to all cases where the tull amount secured is 
whether by purchaser, transferee, or mortgagor ; although 
we should be glad to see an early statutory amendmentof 
the section drawn by some one who knows some 
about real property law, and so framed as to extend the 
powers of executors to convey mortgage estates to all 


‘possible cases and contingengies. 
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We caNNoT concRaTuLate Mr. Hubbard upon the 


pmedy which he has attempted to provide for the 
difioulty occasioned by the decision in Smith v. The 
Uaion Bank. The Bill, though bearing the name of 
three bankers, including one ex-lawyer, seems ingeniously 
framed. for the purpose of leaving it doubtful whether it 
does not give legislative sanction and effect to 
that decision. It is fortunate, therefore, that the Lord 
Chancellor has acceded to the wish of the Chambers of 
Commerce by himself taking the subject in hand. His 
Bill has the additional merit of repealing the existing 
statutes on crossed cheques, and expressing in clear and 
terse language the effect of their cumbrous provisions. 
Bat in what concerns the particular question which it is 
desired to settle, its superiority to Mr. Hubbard's Bill 
isclear and decided. The 9th section, adopting the dis- 
tinction between generally and specially crossed cheques, 
provides that :— 

“ A person taking a cheque orossed specially shall not have, 

md shall not be capable of giving, a better title to the 
cheque than the person from whom he took it had. Buta 
banker to whom a cheque is crossed specially, and who has 
jn good faith, and without negligence, received payment of 
gach cheque for a customer, shall not, in case the title to 
the cheque prove defective, incur any liability to the true 
owner of the cheque by reason only of his having received 
such payment.” 
We believe that this section will be found entirely to 
meet the case. The question is so nice and intricate a 
one that we shall gladly see the clause discussed and 
«titicised ; but after a careful examination of it in con- 
nection with the rest of the Bill we have come to the 
conclusion that it effects exactly what is required. 





= ——5 


THE NEW PRACTICE. 


Arripavit Evipence.—We ventured to predict before 
the new system came into operation that the judges of 
the Chancery Division would probably find the “ suffi- 
dient reason’’ for exercising the power given by ord. 
37,1. 1, toa judge to order that any particular fact 
or facts may be proved by affidavit, in the cost and 
delay occasioned by taking the evidence orally in open 
eourt; but we were hardly prepared for observations so 
sweeping as those to which twoof the Vice-Chancellors have 
this week given utterance. They amount in effect to an 
invitation to all suitors to agree, or if they cannot agree 
tocome to the judge for an order, to have all the evi- 
dence taken by affidavit. Such a course will doubtless 
ve convenient as saving the time of the court and ena- 
bling progress to be made with the cause lists; and it may 
even, perhaps, be advantageous to the suitors. Vice- 
Chancellor Wood once affirmed that, looking back at the 
causes in which examinations had been taken in court, 
he did not remember more than two in which any benefit 
head been derived corresponding to the inconvenience 
ocasioned. Without venturing to oppose our opinion on 
this question to that of this eminent judge, we may 
point out that the course recently suggested by the 
learned Vice-Chancellors is opposed to the intention of 
the Acts and rules. It seems doubtful whether, under 
the terms of ord. 37, r. 1, a judge can properly make an 
order that «ll the facts in a case shall be proved by affida- 
tit, or that the affidavits of all the witnesses in a case may 
beread at the trial. Section 20 of the Actof 1875 re. 
ters to this power of the judge as “the power of the 
court for special reasons to allow . . affidavits to be 
tead"—an expression which, combined with the language 
ofthe rule referred to, seems to indicate that the power 
tonferred on the judge was intended to be exercised only 
with reference to certain specified facts or certain speci- 
fled witnesses where peculiar circumstances rendered oral 
‘vidence undesirable. 








Orrictan Rerenexs.—Mr. H. W. Verey and his 
es have been duly appointed, and we believe re- 








ferences have already been made to them; but it ie 
worthy of notice that for some time the new tribunal 
will be what the old Court of Queen’s Bench was stated 
by a writer in the daily press to have become—“ a mere 
ens rationis.” It seems that the powers of the referees 
do not commence till (absit omen) the 1st of April. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Security For Costs or Apprat—Orp. 58, rR. 15.—On 
Saturday, February 19, a question arose before the Court 
of Appeal, in a case of Grant v. The Banjue Franco- 
Egyptienne, as to the time at which an applica'ion ougit to 
be made for an order that an appellant should give security 
for the costs of an appeal. Ord. 58, r. 15, says that ‘‘ Such 
deposit or other security for the costs to be occasioned by 
any appeal shall be made or given as may be directed under 
special circumstances by the Court of Appeal.” In the case 
referred to the judgment of the Common Pleas Division had 
been in favour of the plaintiffs. The defendants appealed. 
The Court of = gave notice that appeals from the 
Common Pleas Division would be heard on the 15th of 


February, and this appeal stood second in the 
list for hearing. Owing, however, to the fact 
that the hearing of appeals from the Queen's 


Beach Division had occupied a longer time than was 

expected, the hearing of this appeal did not com- 

mence until the 16th of February. It was then found 

that the main point in the case was not distinctly raised 

on the pleadings, and the hearing was ordered to stand 

over, with liberty to the plaintiffs to amend their declara- 

tion. Meanwhile, on the afternoon of the 15th of February 

the plaintiffs had served on the appellants a notice of their: 
intention to apply to the Court of Appeal on the 18th of 

February for an order that the appellants should give. 
security for the costs of the appeal. The Court of Appeal 

held that, inasmuch as the costs occasioned by the appeal 

had been already incurred, the application was made too 

late. And the application was refused, bat without pre- 

jadice to any future application which might be made at 

& proper time as to security for the costs which might be 

occasioned by the amendment of the pleadings. 





REFERENCE OF Questions OF Fact.—Upon a motion ina 
light and air suit (The Baltic Comp«ny, Limited, v.. Simpson), 
before the Master of the Rolls on Thursday, February 24, 
his lordship had occasion to point out the intention of section 
57 of the Act of 1873. An iaterlocutory injunction had been 
granted in the suit, and the present application was on be- 
half of a defendant for the appointment of a surveyor to 
view the premises and building plans, and report thereon to 
the court as to the extent of injury, if any, likely to be sus- 
tained by the plaintiffs. It was suggested that the applica- 
tion might be supported under section 57, as well as under 
15 & 16 Vict. c. 80, s, 42. His lordship held that the pro- 
visions of the last-mentioned Act (which had be:n extended 
by section 56 of the Judicature Act so as to enable the court 
te call in the aid ef specially-qualified assessors at the trial) 
did not justify the appointment of a surveyor until the hear- 
ing of the cause, the s' at which the judge was able to de- 
termine whether he required scientificassistance ornot. With 
respect to section 57 of the Judicature Act, it was plain that 
the report of the referee under thatsection was not, as under 
15 & 16 Vict. c. 80, s. 42, to be evidence for the use of the 
court, but the referee was to try the questions before him, 
and his finding was to be equivalent toa verdict. The pre- 
sent application was not directed to the ¢rial of anything, 
and could not, therefore, be helped by that section. His 
lordship then refused the motion with costs. 


A¥Fipavit Evmence.—In the case of The Attorneye Fen- 
eral and Othersv. The Pagham Harbour Reclamation Company, 
@ motion was made on behalf of the informant and plaintiffs 
on Thorsday, February 17, before Vice-Chancellor Hall, 
that the remainder of the evidence might be taken by affi- 
davit. The counsel for the defendants did not oppose its 
being so taken, and the Vice-Chancellor, in granting the 
application, took occasion to remark upon the very secious 
waste of time which had occurred recently in that branch 
of the court in consequence of the hearing of some simple 
and comparatively unimportant actions having been, un- 
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avoidably but very greatly, protracted by reason of the 
evidence being taken orally in court. His lordship further 
expressed it as his opinion that the interests of suitors 
would be best promoted and advanced by the evidence in all 
actions being taken as much as possible by affidavit. The 
proceedings in this matter had been commenced originally 
as an ordinary action, and had afterwards, upon leave being 
obtained so to amend the writ, been converted into an in- 
formation, just as under the old practice (Mounsey v. Earl of 
Lonsdale and Attorney-General v. Earl of Lonsdale, L. R. 
6Ch. 141) a bill could by amendment be turned into 
an information. 


SvupsTituTED SERvicr— Notice in Lrev or Servicz.— 
The case of Cook vy. Dey came before Vice-Chancellor 
Hall upon another point, after the order for notice in lieu of 
service (ante, p. 312), and his lordship said that, upon fur- 
ther consideration, he thought it was a case rather for sub- 
stituted service upon the defendant Carter’s clerk, and at his 
lodgings, than for notice in lieu of service. Pope said that 


for the sake of caution a copy of the writ had been attached 
to the notices sent to the defendant’s office and lodgings, and 
that the notice previously directed had been inserted in the 
Ties, so that the requisites for substituted service, as well 
as for notice in lieu of service, had been complied with. 


CHANGE OF Partrrs—AnrsconDING PiaintIFF—Orp. 50, 
r. 4.—On Monday, February 21, an order was made under 
this rule by Vice-Chancellor Hall under somewhat singular 
circumstances. The suit of Johnson v. Kershaw was 
instituted by the plaintiff, Johnson, as trustee and executor 
of a will, against his co-trustee and co-executor, Kershaw, for 
the administration of their testator’s estate. An order hav- 
ing been made for the plaintiff to pay certain funds into 
court, he absconded instead of obeying, and was thereupon 
removed from his trusteeship. Methold now applied for a 
change of parties under ord. 50, r. 4, and submitted that 
the defendant, Kershaw, or one of the beneficiaries under the 
will, should te directed to carry on the suit as plaintiff. 
The Vice-Chancellor made an order that the suit should be 
carried on by one of the persons beneficially interested who 
had leave to attend the proceedings as plaintiff, and that 
Johnson should be made a defendant. 


COUNTER-CLAIM BETWEEN Co-DEFENDANTS—JUDICATURE 
Act, 1873, s. 24, sus-secrion 3—Orp. 16, x. 17,—Yester- 
day, February 25, in the case of Shephard v. Beane, before 
Vice-Chancellor Hall, W. Renshaw applied to the court for 
directions as to how a counter-claim between co-defendants 
should be dealt with. The action was one by a second 
mortgagee against the mortgagor, the first mortgagee, and 
two sub-mortgagees of the first mortgagee. The claims 
of the two sub-mortgagees alone exceeded the value 
of the property, aud one of them desired to 
raise certain points as against the other. Re- 
ferring to ord. 16, Renshaw pointed out that rr. 18, 20, 
evidently applied only to strangers to the action, but r. 17 
seemed to apply also to questions between co-defendants. 
And in section 24, sub-section 3, of the Judicature Act, 
1873, claims against co-defendants were clearly included. 
The question was whether the notice spoken of in this sub- 
section and in ord. 16, r. 17, applied to co-defendants or 
only to strangers to the action, The Vice-Chancellor hav- 
ing expressed his opinion that it only applied to strangers, 
the question arose how the relief was to be “properly 
claimed by the pleading” as against the co-defendant, and 
it was suggested that the point should be raised by counter- 
claim, and that his lordship should make an order under 
ord. 16, r. 17, to deliver the defence and connter-claim to 
the co-defendant. The Vice-Chancellor said he thongbt 
that would be the proper course. [See the observation of 
8) LJ., in Treleaveny. Bray, ante, p. 112, 24 W. R. 


Appine Piaintivrs.—In a case of De Hart v. Stevenson, 
before the Queen’s Bench Division on Monday, February 
21, Shield applied to the court to add various persons as 
plaintiffs under ord. 16,r.13. The action was brought by 
one of a number of joint-owners of a vessel against the 
charterers under ord, 16, r. 9. The reason alleged for the ap- 
plication was that the defendant wished to bave the secruity 





of the other owners as plaintifis for the payment of hip, 
costs if successful. The court (Blackburn, Quain, ang 
Field, JJ.) refused the order, Quain, J., remarking that it 

was an attempt to return to the system of pleading in abatg.. 
ment, and would open a door to some of the worst abuses of 

the old system. 


Rieut To Becin.—In the case of Scarth v. The Steam. 
Navigation Company, before the Queen’s Bench Division op, 
Monday, February 21, Waddy, Q.C., had obtained an ordey- 
nisi for a new trial on the ground that the verdict (for the 
plaintiff) was against the weight of evidence. He was also 
prepared to move to enter judgment for the defendants, pur.. 
suant to leave reserved, under ord, 40,r. 2. Under the old 
practice the other side would have shown cause against the 
rule nisi, ‘The present practice being that the argu. 
ments on the order nisi and on the motion for judgment are 
heard together, the question arose whether the party who. 
moved to enter judgment or the party who had to show 
cause against the order nisi should begin. The court: 
(Blackburn, Quain, and Field, JJ.) ruled that it would be 
the more convenient practice in such cases for the party who 
had obtained the rule nisi and had to move for judgment to. 
begin. 

4 similar qnestion arose the same day in the case of 
Bussard v. Spiers and Another, In that case the jury had, 
answered certain questions, aud had assessed the damages at 
£83. The judge had ordered judgment to be entered for the- 
defendants, reserving leave to the plaintiff to move to enter: 
it for him, and the defendants had obtained an order 
nisi for a new trial on the ground that the verdict was 
against the weight of evidence. In this case, also, the court 
decided that the party who had to move to enter judgment 
should begin, Blackburn, J., saying that it would be a 
reasonable rule that that party should begin aga‘nst whom 
the judgment would standif no further proceedings were 
taken. 


HeapineG or STatemMENT OF Derence.—In the Common; 
Pleas Divisional Court on Friday, February 18, judgment 
was delivered on a demurrer in the case of Newell v. The 
National Provincial Bank. One objection taken for the 
plaintiff was that defendants had headed their pleadings. 
*« Statement of Defence and Counter-claim,” and could not, 
therefore, rely on the subject-matter of the counter-claim as 
a set-off. The court (Brett, Archibald, and Lindley, JJ.) 
held that as the heading showed that the defendant intended: 
not merely to rely on a denial of the plaintiff's right to his 
claim, but also on something in the nature of a cross-claim, 
it was sufficient, and the defendants might rely on the facts. 
stated in their defence as a set-off. 


OrpeRinc QuEsTION To BE DETERMINED BEFORE DECID- 
Inc on RiGat To Discovery.—In a case of Wood v. The Anglo- 
Italian Bank (Limited), before the Common Pleas Division 
on Saturday, February 19, the plaintiff in his statemeat 
of claim alleged that in February, 1875, he was in 
session of certain information and papers relating to a loam 
which the municipality of Florence contemplated raising, and 
wrote to the defendant bank offering them this information 
and proposing that they should issue the loan, and he 
alleged it was understood that if the bank acted on that in- 
formation and issued the loan the plaintiff was to have a 
commission of two per cent. on the nominal value of the 
loan. ‘The bank refused to undertake the issue of the 
proposed loan. But in July, 1875, an advertisement ap- 
peared in the Times, from which the plaintiff concluded that 
the defendant bank had acted upon the information which 
he had given them, and he sued them for his commission. 
From the answers to interrogatories which the plaintiff 
administered to the bank, it appeared that the defendant 
bank had nothing to do with the issue of the loan. And the 
defendants denied that they ever agreed with the plaintiff as 
to any commission or assented in any way to the arrapge- 
ment which he proposed. Upon this the plaintiff took out 
@ summons at chambers for leave to add another count t9 
declaration alleging that it had been agreed between him 
and the defendants that if they ever used bis information 
themselves or communicated it to any one else, and thus a loam 
was issued, the defendants would pay the plaintiffa commis 
sion of two per cent. on the nominal value of the loan, and that: 
the defendants had used his information and communica’ 
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itwo the Societa Generale, by whom the loan had been issued. 
Yr. Justice Lindley refused to allow the count to be added. 
Atthe same time the plaintiff administered a series of 
interrogatories asking particulars as to the bonds 
thedefendants had taken from the society, and as to the con- 
tract between the defendants and the Societa, &., Ke. 
Most of these interrogatories were disallowed by the learned 
i From these decisions the plaintiff appealed to the 
Divisional Court of Common Pleas. Their lordships (Brett 
Archibald, and Lindley, JJ.) in giving judgment said that, 
as to the first part of the motion, the application to add a 
count, the circumstances were suspicious, but they must 
allow the count to be added. The plaintiff was, of course, 
at liberty to discontinue this action on paying all costs and 
at once commence another, embodying, of course, the ob- 
noxious count. This was only a less expensive method of 
doing thesame thing. The interrogatories were not material 
till after this new contract had been proved. They 
would, therefore, avail themselves of the power given 
them by ord. 31, r. 19, and direct that issues be framed for 
the purpose of trying, before any further step be taken in 
the cause, whether there was was any contract between 
intiff and defendants as to the payment of commission, and 
ifso what the contract was ; that the interrogatories be dis- 
allowed, and that no other question in the cause be tried 
till these questions were determined ; the issues to be settled 
before Mr. Justice Lindley, and the costs both of the appli- 
cation at chambers and of the appeal to abide the event. 











FELONY BY SERVANTS OF A CARRIER. 


Tux case of McQueen v. The Great Western Railway 
Company (23 W. R. 698, L. R. 10 Q. B. 569, briefly 
noticed ante, p. 115) isoneof great importance with regard 
to the position of railway companies as carriers of goods, 
a3 qualifying many of the expressions used in the deci- 
sion in Vaughton v. The London and North-Western 
Railway Company (22 W. R. 698, L. R. 9 Ex. 93). The 
question in both cases was as to the amount of evidence 
necessary to sustain a replication of felony of the com- 
pany’s servants to a plea of the Carriers Act. The 
statement of the law contained in the head-note of the 
report of Vaughton’s case in the Law Reports, as the 
result of that case, can no longer be considered as the 
law. It seems to us that that statement, though accu- 
rately giving the effect of the judgment of Pigott, B., 
was a little too sweeping as an expression of the neces- 
sary result of the whole case. It is as follows :—* In an 
action against carriers for the loss of the plaintiff's goods, 
upon an issue that the loss arose from the felonious acts 
of the defendants’ servants, it is sufficient to prove facts 
which render it more probable that the felony was com- 
mitted by some one or other of the defendants’ servants 
than by any one not in their employment; and it is un- 
necessary to give such evidence as would suffice to convict 
any particular servant.” We think the true effect of 
Vaughton’s case is confined to the last sentence, and the 
decision that it is not necessary to fix any particular 
servant seems to be good sense and good law. As Kelly, 
O.B,, puts it, suppose a railway company have possession 
of & parcel to be forwarded on the day following that on 
which it was received ; suppose that in the interval it is 
up in a cupboard, to which two of the servants, 

and two only, have a key, and that it is stolen in the 
night under circumstances which irresistibly lead to the 
inference that one or other of these two persons must be 
the thief, it might well be that it would be impossible to 
bring home the crime to either, and that if either were 
se on his trial he would be entitled to an acquittal. 
it in such a case could it be doubted that a replication 
olen to a plea of the Carriers Act would have been 

f 


On the strength of the decision in Vaughton’s case, 
CJ., had directed the jury in McQueen v. 

Great Western Railway Company that if the facts were, 
intheir opinion, more consistent with the guilt of the de- 
’ servants than with that of any other person 

hot in their employ, that was sutticient to call on the de- 








fendants for an answer, which not having been given, the 
inference might well be that a felony had been com- 
mitted by some of the defendants’ servants. This was 
held a wrong direction, and it is obvious on reflection 
that it cannot be correct. The greater probability that 
the goods were stolen by the defendants’ servants arose 
from their having greater opportunity of committing the 
theft, but the goods in question were in a siding easy of 
access to the public, and though it would have been more 
difficult for one of the public to commit the theft un- 
observed it was not by any means impossible, there being 
a number of persons about with carts taking thi 
away from the station. It is obvious that it cannot be 
laid down as a rule that the fact that one person has a 
greater opportunity of committing a theft than another 
is prima facie evidence against him that he has come. 
mitted it. As Quain, J., said, if this were so the onus 
would always lie on the railway company to show that 
there had not been a felony by their servants; for in 
almost all cases the railway company’s servants would 
have more opportunity of stealing the things than the 
public at large. The fact that the defendants are a railway 
company is generally sufficient evidence for a jury from 
which to draw any inference of fact} favourable to a 
plaintiff, but it is rather too strong to say that it is 
legal evidence that their servants have committed a 
felony, which is pretty nearly the effect of the plaintiff's 
contention in McQueen’s case. 

The question, What is sufficient evidence to raise a 
prima facie case of felony against the defendants’ ser- 
vants ? is one as to which (as in many other cases of evi- 
dence or no evidence) it isdifficult, ifnot impossible, to lay 
down a general rule. The expressions used by Willes, J., 
in Metcalfe v. London, Brighton, and South Coast Rail- 
way Company (6 W. R. 498, 4 C. B. N. S. 307) and in 
Great Western Railway Company v. Rimeil (18 C. B. 
575) seem to show that, in the opinion of that learned 
judge, some one substantial credible fact must be shown 
inconsistent with the theory that some other person than 
the company’s servants was the thief. We doubt 
whether this formula, when carefully analyzed, really 
carries us much farther. By “ inconsisten’+” is it meant 
“ absolutely inconsistent,” or “ more or less inconsistent” ? 
If the former is meant, we think the rule is too strong ; 
if the latter then it becomes a mere question of degree, 
as it seems to us that the question whether thereis evi- 
dence for a jury, in cases of this sort generally is. 
Suppose, for instance, that the property stolen 
was deposited in some place in order to obtain 
access to which any outsider would have to climb 
over a very high wall; it might not be impossible or 
even outrageously improbable that a thief by great agility 
should get over it, just as men by the help of ingenious 
contrivances escape from prisons, and yet, of course, it 
would be by many degrees more probable that one of the 
company’s servants who had easy access to the place 
should have stolen the article. But if it is admitted 
that in such a case there would be evidence of a felony 
by the company’s servants, it is plain that the matter be- 
comes one of greater or less probability, and the canon 
laid down by Willes, J., does not really afford us very 
much help. Every case must be judged of with re- 
ference to the conflicting probabilities involved in its own 
special facts, and the decision in McQueen v. The Great 
Western Railway Co,must not be taken as deciding that 
in no case can the balance of probability in favour of the 
felony having been committed by the company’s servants 
amount to prima facie evidence of felony by them. It 
is necessary to guard against drawing too sweeping an 
assumption from the recent decision in one direction, 
just as too sweeping an assumption was drawn from the 
decision in Vaughton’s case in the other. 

In McQueen’s case it should be observed that the 
facts did not involve a very strong degree of probability 
against the inference that the goods might have been 
stolen by an outsider. The goods, which consisted of a 
case of pictures, were placed in a truck on a siding in the 
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goods station. That station was about a mile in length, 
and was laid down with two sets of rails or sidings, over 
which were two level crossings, so that any persons com- 
ing on to the level crossings could, if they pleased, get 
into any part of the goods station. On one side of the fence 
‘was a low paling over which persons outside could easily 
climb, and on the other side were two gates, a cart gate 
and a foot gate; a number of persons came through the 
cart gate with carts, bringing and taking away goods to 
and from the station. After six o’clock the cart gate was 
locked, but the foot gate was open day and night. Per- 
sons other than the company’s servants used the goods 
station as a thoroughfare to get from one part of the 
town of Cardiff to another. It is obvious that under 
these circumstances there was nothing very improbable 
in the supposition that some person with a cart had, 
while the company’s servants’ backs were turned for a 
moment, put the case into his cart. In a large goods 
station there must be sufficient opportunity for such a 
theft. 

With regard to Vaughton’s case, so far as it decides 
that it is not necessary to fix any particular servant of 
the company with the felony, it appears to us that it 
was most distinctly approved of by the court. 
It seems plain that it would be most unreason- 
able to require the plaintiff to prove any particular 
servant to have committed the felony, and we cannot see 
uny principle of law or evidence on which this should be 
necessary. As to the question what evidence will be 
necessary to raise an inference of felony on the part of 
some of the company’s servants, the decision in Vaughton’s 
case is of more doubtful value. It does not appear in 
this respect to be inconsistent with McQueen's case, 
because undoubtedly there were circumstances, though 
not of very great weight, which called for explanation 
from the company’s servants, and the company’s 
tervants were not put into the box to explain them. 
‘These circumstances, coupled with the greater a priori 
probability that the company’s servants had stolen the 
things from their having greater facilities of access to 
them, and the fact that no explanation was given by the 
company's servants, were held sufficient evidence to go 
to the jury. But as in cases of negligence and other 
cases, where questions really of fact are treated as 
questions of law, the decision in one case of this sort is 
not of much value in determining another, unless the 
facts are almost identical, inasmuch as the facts may 
vary indefinitely, and a very slight change in the com- 
bination ut facts may make all the difference. 





On Satnrlay the Lord Chief Justive of England an- 
noinced tht the judges of the Queen's Bench Division—in 
common with those of the others —havirg received a requisi- 
ti m, most nnmeronsly signed, desiring that the coarts should 
not sit on Saturdays later than two o'clock, and the Lord 
Chancellor having directed that the offices be closed at that 
time, the judges had come to tne resolution to comply with 
the reqnisition. 

On Mundav, in the Honse of Commons. in answer to Mr, 
Mavcdon.Jd, Mr. Cross said that it was the intention of the 
Lord Chiucellor to intruduce a Bill this session to amend 
th« Law of Juries; and on the same day, in answer to Mr. 
Whitwe'l, Mr. Cross said he was quite prepared to bring in a 
Biil on the su‘ ject of pu'lic prosecutors if a titting oppor- 
tanity off-red—that was to say, if the other business of the 
session permitted. 

In a case of Smith ©. Pilgrim before Vice-Chancellor 
Malins on Monday last, the Vice-Chancellor sail he hd 
seen a report of some observations Jately made by Vice- 
Chauce lor Sir Charles Hall, Those observa’ions were that 
he ho; e1, sfter the exnerience which several recent cases in 
that tran h of the court had afforded, that evidence would 
firqneutly be taken by affidavit, for he considered that it 
was strougly for the int rest of the suitors that the evidence 
in all ations should as much as porsible be so taken 
Vice-Chancel'or Mal ns sail the question wa: one upon 
which he had often expres-ed his opinion, and he did 
#0 again, conewrring in the views of the Vi e-Chancellor Sir 

C. Hall upon the subject. 





<> 


Recent Becisians. 


INTEREST ON DEBTS UNDER 3 & 4 WILL, 
C. 42, 8. 28, 


(Geake v. Ross, C.P., 23 W. R. 658 ; Duncombe v. Brighton 
Club and Norfolk Hotel Company, Q.B., 23 W. R. 795, 
L. R., 10 Q. B. 391.) 


These two cases put a beneficial, perhaps what Bram. 
well, B., would call a benevolent, construction on the 
word “ certain,’’ as it occurs in section 28 of 3 & 4 Will, 
4, c. 42, which allows the jury to give interest on “ debts 
or, sums certain” which do not in their own nature bear 
interest, provided they were “payable by virtue of 
some written instrument at a certain time,” or from the 
time of demand, when demand of payment is made in 
writing giving “ notice to the debtor that interest will be 
claimed from the date of such demand until payment.” 
The case of Geake v. Ross turned upon the second branch 
of the section, under which the defendant contended 
that, to satisfy the requirement of the statute, the de. 
mand must be of “a sum certain at a time certain,” that 
is of asum precisely named on a day precisely named in 
the demand. The demand in question was a letter stat- 
ing that the defendant owed plaintiff, who had supplied 
him with goods, “for balance and interest over £1,100,” 
and that if the account were not settled he should take 
legal proceedings to recover “the sum due to me,” 
There could be no doubt that this letter amounted to a 
demand of payment, that is, of immediate payment; it 
might seem more doubtful whether, although it men. 
tioned interest as due, it amounted to a claim of interest 
in the future. But the objection taken, and which was 
overruled by the court, seems rather to have been that it 
did not mention a precise sum nor fix a precise day from 
which interest was to run. It was, however, a demand 
of the whole debt due, which was a liquidated demand; 
and although Archibald, J., alone distinctly puts the de- 
cision in favour of the plaintiff on that ground, saying 
that the words “debt or sum certain” are intended to 
distinguish the subject-matter from unliquidated 
damages, and do not mean that there need be a demand 
of a “‘ specific sum of money,” yet the decision, in effect, 
amounts to this. And unlessit were held that a credi- 
tor would be better off who named a precise but wrong 
amount than one who claimed his debt in general terms, 
which seems absurd, it would follow, if the defendant's 
contention were right, that by an error in his statement, 
the creditor would lose the benefit of the statute. Butif 
the difficulty as to the sum is surmounted, there hardly 
remains room for that as to the time, because the demand 
is for payment now, and therefore now is the precise time 
from which interest is to run. 

It must be added that an earlier letter had given 
notice that the plaintiff would charge “ interest on what- 
ever sum shall remain due on the 1st of November next, 
until payment.” Grove and Archibald, JJ., were both 
inclined to hold this letter a demand of payment, and 
we think it is to be regretted that they yielded to the 
doubt of Lord Coleridge, C.J., so far as to allow that, 
though a clear demand of interest, it might not be 
within the words of the statute. Of the two letters we 
should have thought it the more clearly within the words. 

In Duncombe v. Brighton Club and Norfolk Hotel Com- 
pany, the question arose on the first branch of the section. 
The plaintiff had furnished goods on the written terms 
of “one-third in cash,” and on this one-third he claimed 
interest. The court applied the same maxim of Jd certum 
est quod certum reddi potest, and held that the “ certain 
time” was sufficiently fixed by the delivery of the goods. 
Blackburn, J., indeed thought that “the written instru- 
ment should positively indicate the time of payment, 
but was not sorry that the other members of the court 
took a different view; Mellor, J., held it to be sufficient 
“that the basis of a calculation by which it. might be 
ascertained should be established by the written instra- 
ment”; and Lush, J., said, “to specify the event on 
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a 
which the payment is to be made is as much an ascer™ 
ing of the time as to name the day.” 

We should be glad to see the principles on which 
these decisions proceeded ratified, but the cases are, 
perhaps, hardly consistent with earlier decisions. In 
Geake v. Ross, indeed, the rule laid down by Hall, V.C., 
in Hill v, South Staffordshire Raiiway Company (L. R. 
18 Eq. 154), was brought to the notice of the court and 

ressly dissented from. But it is strange that in 
Duncombe v. Brighton Club and Norfolk Hotel Company, 
neither of two cases were quoted which both seem op- 
to the decision of the court. The one is Taylor 

y. Holt (3 H. & C. 452), the other is Merchant Shipping 
Company v. Armitage (22 W. Rk. 11, L. R. 9 Q. B. 99, 
114). In Taylor v. Holt a loan, made on a letter which 
asked for it “until Monday, the 2nd of October,” was 
held not to carry interest under the statute, because “ it 
was payable at that time by virtue of the letter and of 
what took place afterwards,” that is, the advance on the 
terms of the letter; which is exactly descriptive of 
Duncombe’s case. In Merchant Shipping Company v. 
Armitage the Court of Queen’s Bench allowed interest 
under the statute on a lump sum freight, payable after dis- 
chargeand right delivery of the cargo, in cash, two months 
after ship’s report inwards ; but the Court of Exchequer 
Chamber disallowed it. Yet the time seems as certain as 
that fixed by delivery of the goods and sending in an in- 
voice. According to these cases one would think that in 
Duncom.be's case the amount was neither payable by virtue 
ofa written instrument, nor payable at a “ time certain.” 


PRIVILEGE OF WITNESS FROM ACTION FOR 
SLANDER. 


(Dawkins v. Lord Rokeby, H.L., 23 W. R. 931.) 


That statements made by witnesses in courts of justice 
are absolutely privileged, so that no action for slander 
can be founded on them, has long since been settled, 
and is a commonplace in law. Such witnesses, how- 
ever, always speak under the sanction of an oath, and 
ate liable to indictment for perjury. The present 
decision of the House of Lords, affirming the decision of 
the Exchequer Chamber (21 W. R. 544, L. R. 8 Q. B. 
255), extends the same privilege to witnesses before a 
military court, who do not give evidence under the same 
sanction. The expressions used by the Lord Chancellor 
are carefully limited to the case:—“ It was an inquiry 
connected with the discipline of the army, it was an 
inquiry warranted by the Queen’s Regulations and Orders 
for the army, it was called by the Field-Marshal Com- 
manding-in-Chief in pursuance of these Regulations, and 
the defendant in the action was called before that 
inquiry as a witness, as a person who was required to 
make statements relevant to the inquiry whieh was then 
being conducted, and it was in the course of that 
inquiry that those statements were made,” to which he 
also adds that the defendant was a military man subject 
to the Army Regulations. It cannot be said that it is 
unreasonable that a witness under these peculiar con- 
ditions should have the same immunity as is enjoyed by 
witnesses in courts of justice, but it must not be taken 
that any other person so giving evidence, not under the 
obligations of the military service, but as # volunteer, 
would enjoy the same protection. Whether it is 
reasonable that a witness should at the same time be 
free from all legal liability is another question; and it 
may be reasonably said that it would be just and right 
that he should be subject to the same criminal responsi- 
bility, if his evidence is false, as those who enjoy a 
Corresponding protection elsewhere. 














On the 24th inst. the Master of the Rolls stated that he 
consulted the Vice-Chancellors with reference to the 
— of an adjournment in the course of the present 
ig; and propored, in ac-ordance with a sugg stion 
the bar in answer to a previous inyniry of bis lordship, 

to adjourn from Thureday, March 2, to Thursday, March 9, 
ai.ting on both Thursdays. 





Rebiews. 


TITLE DEEDS. 


On tHE Custopy AND Propuction oF Trtte Deeps ayn 
OTHER Documentary Evipence at Law, in Equity, anp 
In Matters or CONVEYANCING, INCLUDING COVENANTS 
FOR THE Propuction or Deeps AND ATTESTED CopliEs. 
By Watrer Artuur Copincer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 


The introduction of the new procedure and the simul- 
taneous flood of books which we have been called on to 
review have caused a considerable delay in our notice of 
this work. The subject is one on which the existing 
text-book is antiquated, and one in respect of which 
practitioners are frequently called on to advise. Mr. 
Copinger has collected and analyzed the authorities 
with great diligence, and although our own sensations 
in reading his book are that it rather wants the string 
of principle to be run through the cases, yet we must 
admit that this would be a very difficult task. In ad- 
dition to the subjects the names of which form the title 
of the work, several other matters are treated that may 
be of use, such as the modes of verifying abstracts and the 
searches to be made on purchases ; and among the. pre- 
cedents given some may be found useful; we would in 
particular instance a form of a statutory declaration by 
a vendor that the property is unincumbered (appendix 
II. p. xiii). The reader should notice that the frequent 
references to section 7 of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, are already obsolete. 





FIRE INSURANCE. 


Tue Law or Fire Insurance. By Cuartes Joun Bunyron, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. C. & E. 
Layton. 


This book is really a monograph of the law relating to 
fires. The greater part is, of course, devoted to fire in- 
surance, but there are chapters on statutory and munici- 
pal regulations for the prevention and extinguishment of 
fires, and on arson; aud incidentally Mr. Bunyon dis- 
cusses most of the questions arising upon the destruction 
of property by fire. He does not pretend to cite all the 
cases, but he gives the most important, and he has in this 
edition added references to American cases on questions 
as to which English authorities are wanting. He says 
that he has never intentionally quoted a foreign case 
where he could find an authority at home, and in general 
we think he has followed this rule; but we observe that 
on p. 169 an American case of Bussman v. Ganster (72 
Penn. R. 286) is cited for the proposition that the tenant 
is liable to pay rent, “ even although the landlord may 
have insured, and have received the insurance money, 
when there is an express covenant for the payment of the 
rent during the tenancy.” Surely Leeds v. Cheetham (1 
Sim. 146) and Lofft v. Dennis (1 E. & E. 474) are English 
authorities in point, and they are cited in support of the 
same proposition, stated in another form, on p. 179. The 
effect of the cases is generally accurately given, but 
the account of Taylor v. Caldwell (11 W. R. 726,3 B. & 5. 
826, on p. 169, needs a good deal of revision. Of the 
book, as a whole, we may say that it is well arranged, and, 
generally speaking, clearly and carefully written. Here 
and there it appears to us that a little condensation 
might have been employed with advantage, especially 
in the statement of the cases cited; but as Mr. Bunyou 
probably writes, not only for lawyers, but for people who 
have not access to the reports, this fulness of statement 
may be excusable. 
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Nates. 


On Frivay, February 18, in a case of Ex parte Brooker, 
an important question was decided by the Court of Appeal 
with regard to the position and obligations of a trustee ap- 
one under a liquidation petition. The trustee under a 

iquidation by arrangement, who was one of a firm of ac- 
countants, hed paid the moneys received by him on ac- 
count of the estate into bis own bankers, not to a separate 
account, but to the general current account of the firm. 
The creditors had not appointed any bank into which the 
money should be paid. Upon its being discovered what 
had been done, some of the creditors applied to the 
court for an order that the trustee should pay interest at the 
rate of twenty per cent. per annum upon the moneys which 
he had thus dealt with. The application was made under 
section 30 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, which provides, 
with regard to a trustee in a bankruptcy, that he “shall 
pay all sums from time to time received by him into such 
k as the majority of the creditors in number and value 
at any general meeting shall appoint, and failing such ap- 
peeene into the Bank of England ; and if he at any time 
eep in his hands any sum exceeding £50 for more than 
ten days he shall be subject to the following liabilities ; 
that is to say, (1) he shall pay interest at the rate of twenty 
per cent. per annum on the excess of such sum above £50 as 
he may retain in his hands.” Section 125 provides, by sub- 
section 7, that “the trustee under a liquidation shall have 
the same powers, and perform the same duties, as a trustee 
undera bankruptcy, . . . and, with the medification herein- 
after mentioned, 2]l the provisions of this Act shall, so far 
as the same are applicable, apply to the case of a liquidation 
by arrangement in the same manner as if the word ‘ bank- 
rupt’ included a debtor whose affairs are under liquida- 
tion, and the word ‘bankruptcy’ included liquidation 
by arrangement.” Then, by sub-section 8, ‘‘ The creditors at 
their first or any general meeting may prescribe the bank 
into which the trustee is to pay any moneys received by him, 
and the sum which. he may retain in his hands,” and by sub- 
section 9 the provisions of the Act with respect to the re- 
lease of the trustee and to the audit of accounts by the 
comptroller are not to apply in the case of a liquidation by 
arrangement, but ‘‘the release of the trustee may be granted 
by a special resolution of the creditors in general meeting, 
and the accounts may be audited in pursuance of such reso- 
lution, at such time, and in such manner, and upon such 
terms and conditions as the creditors think fit.” Upon 
the construction of these clauses of section 125 the Court of 
Appeal held that section 30 has no application to the trustee 
underaliquidation. Itwas pointed out that, while sub-section 
7 expressly says that the trustee in a liquidation is to have 
same powers and to perform the same duties as the 
trustee in a kankruptcy, it does not say that he is to be sub- 
ject to the same liabilities, and, moreover, it was the evi- 
dent intention of sub-sections 8 and 9 to place the adminis- 
tration of a liquidation mainly under the control of the 
creditors, instead of under the control of the court, as ina 
bankruptcy. This decision appears by implication to over- 
rule that of the Chief Judge in Ex parte Old (22 W. R. 365, 
L, R.17 Eq. 457). 


Ix a casE of Re Herschfeld, heard by the Chief Judge 
on Monday, February 21, an order had been made 
upon & compounding debtor that he should pay the 
composition to one of the creditors. The order was 
not obeyed, and an application was then made by the 
creditor to commit the debtor for contempt. Notwith- 
standing the enactment of section 126 of the Act of 1869, 
that ‘‘ the provisions of a composition may be enforced by 
the court on a motion made in a summary manner by any 
person interested, and any disobedience of the order of the 
court made on such motion shall be deemed to be a con- 
tempt of court,” the Chief Judge held that an order 
for committal could not be made unless it was shown 
that the debtor had the means of paying the money. 
In Re Herschfeld there was evidence that the debtor was 
living in a handeomely furnished house, but, as it was not 
shown that the house or the furnitare belonged to him, the 
Chief Jadge refused to make an order for committal. 





——= 

In a caSE OF Ex parte Davis, heard on the same day, » 
difficulty arose with regard to concurrent bankruptoy tad 
liquidation petitions. A bankruptey petition wag pre, 
sented against a debtor on the 1st of December ; on th, 
9th of December he filed a liquidation petition; on th. 
11th of December an adjudication was made against him 
without any opposition on his part; oa the 29%h of 
December the creditors met under his petition and po. 
solved on a liquidation by arrangement, and that appliga. 
tion shoald be made to the court to annul the adjudication, 
The registrar refused to register these resolutions, on the 
ground that after the adjudication had been made the 
creditors were incompetent to pass them. The Chief 
Judge, however, directed that they should be registered 
observing that he decided nothing as to what the conge. 
quences of registration might be. It seems impossible to 
reconcile this decision with the opinion which was ey. 
pressed by the Lords Justices in Fx parte Foster (23 W. R. 
145, L. R. 10 Ch. 59). In that case an adjadication was 
made, and the proceedings under it were stayed until the 
creditors should have met under a concurrent liquidation 
petition, and, when they had met and passed resolutions 
accepting a composition, the court held that the adjudica. 
tion must be annulled. Bat, said Lord Justice James, 
‘‘had the adjadication been a simple adjadication in 
bankruptcy, made without any reference to the proceed- 
ings for liquidation, it could only have been got rid of 
under section 28, and with the sanction of the court.” And 
this view was affirmed by the later case of Ex parte Walton, 
23 W. R. 778, L. R. 10 Oh, 215, in whick the facts were 
very similar to those in Ex parte Davis, 

IN ANOTHER cAsE oF Ez parte Harris the question arose 
whether a receiver appointed by the Court of Chancery in 
an administration suit could issue a debtor’s summons in 
respect of a sum which was due to him in that capacity. 
The Chief Judge held that he could. Ina recent ease of 
Ex parte Muirhead the Court of Appeal held that a person, 
to whom the Divorce Court had ordered the co-respondent 
in a divorce suit to pay the damages which the jury had 
awarded against him, and who was, when he received the 
money, to pay it into court to be dealt with as the court 
should direct, could not sustain a petition in bankruptcy 
against the co-reepondent for the sum thus ordered to be 
paid to him, he being a mere conduit pipe to receive the 
money and bring it into court. It seems somewhat difficult 
to distinguish between the position of such a person and 
that of a receiver in a chancery suit. 


In A CASE OF Ex parte Thoday, heard on the same day, 
a debtor had been adjudicated a bankrupt, the act of bank- 
ruptcy alleged being the execution of a bill of sale of the whole 
of his property to secure an antecedent debt and further 
advances. An appeal from the adjudication was brought, 
not by the debtor, but by the holder of the Dill of sale, who 
described himself as a person aggrieved by the order of 
adjudication, and therefore entitled, by section 71 of the 
Act, to appeal from it. The Chief Judge held that the 
appellant hada direct interest in the matter, for that, if 
the adjudication remained, there was an end of his security, 
and his lordship held upon the evidence that the execution 
of the Dill of sale was not an act of bankruptcy, aod 
annulled the adjudication, 








Vice-Chancellor Malins, on Monday, after having on & 
previous occasion intimated that the days on which he 
should rise for a brief period would be Saturday, the 4th 
of March next, and the following Monday and Tuesday, 
said that he understood Vice-Chancellor Hall did not 
intend to sit for four drys at the end of this week. His 
lordship, in accordance with that precedent, proposed to 
include Wednesday, the 8th of March, in the number of 
those days in which he would not sit. His lordship leo 
remarked that he found the petitions and short causes 10 
his lists had diminished in number. That being so, ho 
should in fature take petitions and short causes on Fridays, 
and so leave the Saturdays free for the hearing of the ad- 
journed summonses, and, following the example of the 
Queen’s Bench, and other divisions of the High Court, 
his lordship said he would rise at two o'clock p.m. on 
Satardays, 
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LAND TRANSFER IN FRANCE. 


Pur author of an amusing pamphlet entitled ‘“‘ Experiences 
of an English Buyer of Land in France ” * gives the follow- 
ing account of land transfer and sales before the tribunal 
in France :— 

All transfers and mortgages of real property are regis- 
tered, and the register is the only recognized proof of the 
title of the owner or mortgagee. This naturally simplifies 
the law of real property, makes its transfer or mortgage a 
much easier matter than it is in England, and dispenses 
with the necessity of so much legal knowledge on the part 
ofthe conveyancer. The conveyancers in France are the 
notaries, who also act as the land and financial agents and 
general men of business of their clients. Their number is 
limited, and they are nominally appointed by the State, 

put the notary, like the agent de change, or stockbroker, is 
allowed to sell his charge or étude, with the sanction of the 
Government, which is never refused unless one of the 
parties is a political opponent, or unless the purchaser is 
man of bad reputation. In the provinces the notaries 
have all or more than all the influence of the country 
golicitor in England, being the advisers and guides of their 
cliente, who regard their notary's opinion as infallible, 
and rarely take the trouble to think for themselves on any 
matter of business. Asa rule the notaries are a respect- 
able body of men, though inconvenience and injustice are 
often occasioned by the same notary acting for both buyer 
and seller, and for several clients having adverse interests. 

The notary is not a practising lawyer, and cannot directly 
engage in the contentious business of the courts. If a man 
has the misfortune to be evgaged in a lawsuit, he must have 
recourse to an avoué, whose functions are almost those of a 
solicitor practising in the courts at Westminster. He com- 
municates with his client or his client’s homme d'affaires, in- 
structs the advocate, and conducts the suit asa solicitor in 
England. The number of avoués practising before each 
tribunal is limited, and their charges or études are, like those 
of the notaries, bought and sold, subject to the approval of 
the authorities. 

On winding up the estate of a client dying possessed of 
landed property, and leaving infant heirs, the family notary 
is obliged to employ an avoué to obtaina decree of sale 
from the tribunal, which then takes the entire direction of 
the proceedings, lots the property, fixes the upset price, the 
day of the sale, &c., &c., receives the purchase-money, 
or directs how it is to be disposed of. The sale takes 
place before the tribunal by auction, or d la bougie, as it is 
ealled, nobody but the avoués being allowed to bid. Those 
gentlemen are remunerated by a commission payable by the 
client or clients who employ them. 

The following graphic description of the proceedings at a 
‘sale before the tribunal is from the pen of a French advo- 
ate :-— 

«The registrar reads a very short summary of the condi- 
tions of sale, limited to the description of the property and 
the naming of the upset price, and announces the amount of 
the costs incurred up to the sale. He then lights a taper, 
and declares the auction opened. A judge of the tribunal 
“np at the operation. ‘A hundred francs!’ ‘A hun- 
‘dred and ten,’ cries an avoud ; ‘a hundred and twenty,’ ‘a 
‘hundred and thirty,’ ‘two hundred!’ ‘Two hundred 
france,’ repeats the registrar in a rasping voice; ‘no one 
‘speaks; the second taper is going out ; [ light the third !’ 

he deepest silence reigns; you might hear a fly. The 
third taper flickers—is just going out—when another avoué 
gouses himself. ‘Two hundred and five franes,’ ‘ two hundred 
and ten,’ ‘two hundred and twenty,’ ‘two hundred and fifty !’ 
And the biddings, which seemed over, are renewed with 
more spirit than ever. At last the three tapers have been 
lighted one after the other and burnt out, the property is 
knocked down to the avoué who bid last, and who must 
within three days declare the real purchaser and produce his 
acceptance of the bargain. 

“Any one may make a higher bid through an avoué 
within eight days from the auction, provided the advance 
be at least one-sixth, In that event a new auction takes 
Place in the same form as the first. 

**At the opening of the auction, the registrar, as I have 
Said, announces the amount of the taxed ¢osts incurred up 
‘to the sale ; but the simple purchaser who thought he had 





* London: William Ridgway, 





only that amount to pay would. be rather surprised when 
Rabelais’ quarter of an hour came, the bill of costs being 
generally doubled by the subsequent expenses, for notifica- 
~ pa the sale, clearing the title from the judgment, &e., 


If there is no bid before all three tapers, which are not 
unlike long wax matches, are burnt ont, the sale is post- 
poned to another day, when a lower upset priceis declared, 
and the same process is gone through; and so on ad 
infinitum, until the upset price is low enough to attract a 
bid « few francs above it. 

A purchaser at a sale before the tribunal is placed at a 
great disadvantage. He must employ an avoué to bid for 
him, and the same avoué often acts for two or three in- 
tending buyers; if he is declared the purchaser he has to 
pay, in addition to the sum his avoué has bid for him, all 
the costs of the suit and legal proceedings both before and 
after the sale, the total amonnt of which is only ascer- 
tained some time afterwards ; and lastly, he is liable to be 
outbid during eight days, and if he has set his heart upon 
the property, to have to pay (and especially if he is an 
Englishman) an enhanced price for it, and all the addi- 
tional costs attending the new sale. I say especially if he 
is an Englishman, because the French provincials usually 
attribute to our countrymen the possession of much more 
money than brains; riche et béte, comme un Anglais, being 
an expression often used by the untravelled Frenchman. 

Iam informed that a purchaser at a sale before the 
tribunal must count on having at least thirty per cent. for 
costs, and sometimes considerably more, added to the price 
at which the property is knocked down to him. An 
eminent notary tells me that, on small transactions, the 
law costs payable by the purchaser at one of these sales 
often run up to three and four times the amount of the 
purchase-money. The same gentleman has given me the 
following statement of the results of some recent small 
sales before the tribunal which have come under his own 
notice :— 


Law Costs 
Mise 3 prix Price at payable by pur- Total Cost 
Lots. or which chaser, to 
Upset price. sold. in addition to purchaser. 
purchase-money. 
Fre. Frs. Frs. Frs, 
L 1,500 1,700 1,900 3,600 
2. 1,000 1,010 900 1,910 
3. 1,200 1,250 1,050 2,300 
4. 100 105 340 445 
5. 5 10 320 330 


So it is evident that the tribunal which is supposed to 
protect the interest of infants practically does them great 
injury, as their property would sell for much more if the 
purchaser was not obliged to take into account the heavy 
costs he will have to pay in addition to his bid. In fact, 
the substance of the infant is often wantonly sacrificed in 
order to pay the lawyers’ costs, Everybody complains of 
this crying abuse, but it seems the avoués play into each 
other’s hands, and are so banded together to preserve their 
profitable monopoly that no French statesman has yet had 
the courage to insist on a reform. If the monopoly were 
abolished, the callings of notary and avowé amalgamated, 
the profession thrown open to all persons of proved good 
character able to pass a severe examination as to their legal 
qualifications, and an equitable table of fees framed by com- 
petent authority, the most promiuent evils of the present 
system would doubtless disappear, and buyers and sellers 
would soon learn to look on sales before the tribunal with 
less repugnance and dread than they do now. 

On sales by private contract the purchaser will usually 
find his notary’s bill, including stamp duty, amount to 
about ten per cent. on the purchase-money. My own small 

urchases have amounted to 74,230 francs paid to the ven- 
ors, and my notary’s costs for the transfer of the property 
amount to 7,466 francs. 





The benchers of the Inner Temple have ordered that 
Easter Term shall be the first twenty-eight days of the 
Easter Sittings, and that Trinity Term shall be the first 
twenty-one days of the Trinity Sittings. The dinners in hall 
for keeping the term will commence, for Easter Term, on 
Tuesday, the 25th of April, and end on Monday, the 22nd 
of May; and for Trinity Term, on Tuesday, the 13th of 
June, and end on Monday, the 3rd of July. 
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JURISDICTION OF THE MAYOR'S COURT. 


In a recent case in which the Registrar of the Mayor’s 
Court had been requested to grant two summonses under 
the Debtors Act, 1869, upon judgments, recovered in the 
superior courts, and he had refused to grant them in conse- 
uence of the decision of the Common Pleas Division in 
aslher v. Elliott, application was made to the court to 
direct the registrar to issue such summonses. The assistant 
judge of the court, Mr. Brandon, in giving his decision, 
mede the following remarks :— 

It certainly has been the practice of this court to issue 
judgment summonses upon judgments of fthe superior 
courts in such cases irrespective ot where the debtor could 
be found, it being presumed that the Act merely extended 
the power that this court now possesses to issue judgment 
summonses and commit on its own judgments under £20, 
irrespective of where the debtor may be, to like instances 
under judgments of the superior courts when the amount 
does not exceed £50 exclusive of costs, and I must admit 
that I haveconstantly adjudicated upon these summonses, 
because the words of the Debtors Act, 1869, are “ any court” 
may commit to prison for non-payment of any debt or 
instalment due ‘‘in pursuance of any order or judgment of 
that or any other competent court,” and it appeared to me 
that the word ‘‘ competent’’ could and did only allude to 
the court making the order or giving judgment, and that the 
words “any court,” in the absence of any interpretation clause 
within the Act, meant any court having the authority of com- 
mittal to prison in matters of debt under the power of any Aet 
or law theretofore existing. I therefore considered the 
Mayor’s Court had jurisdiction upon judgments simpliciter 
of the supericr courts, as there does not appear any quali- 
fication of the word ‘‘ judgment.” In the recent case 
of Washer v. Elliott, however, in the Common Pleas 
Division of the High Court, it has been held that ‘‘ the 
object of the Act was not to extend the local 
jurisdiction of inferior courts in any way, but 
merely to render them within their proper local limits 
auxiliary to the superior courts, so that, in case of 
debtors resident or carrying on business within such limits, 
resort might be had to the local court.” It would thus 
appear that tre Act does not give the inferior court power 
to issue summonses and commit on the judgment alone of 
the superior court, but that any authority under such 
judgment is controlled by or subject to the original juris- 
diction of the inferior court, which would appear by the 
latter part of the judgment to be the jurisdiction of the 
court over causes of action. |The judgment, however, says 
that the plaintiff ‘‘ may obtain such summons and commit- 
ment in cases where the debtor resides or carries on 
business in London,” but it does not appear from the 
jadgment what gives the Mayor’s Court such power, as, if the 
Act only gives power to the court to summon and commit 
subject to the original jurisdiction of the court, if the court 
has no such purely local jurisdiction over persons—that is, 
merely because they reside or carry on business within the 
locality—then it would appear difficult te determine under 
what authority the Mayor’s Court can issue such summons, 
for the Act of Parliament only mentions that the court may 
summon and commit upon the judgment of any competent 
court, and is silent as to any jurisdiction by reason of the 
debtor being within the local alee or residing or carrying 
on business there, and although the judgment in Washer v. 
Blliott says ‘‘so that in the case of debtors resident or 
carrying on business within such limits resort might be had 
to the local court,” yet the same Court of Common Pleas 
held in Willis v. Harris (43 L. J. O. P. 208) that carrying on 
business in London will not give the Mayor’s Court juris- 
diction over the cause of action, but that for that purpose the 
whole cause of action must arise within the local boundary 
irrespective of where the debtor carried on business, and 
probibited proceedings in that action although the defendant 
carried on business in the City. Therefore by this decision, 
notwithstanding what is said in the judgment in Washer v. 
Eliott, this court has not any jarisdiction to issue a summons 
against »ny debtor or exercise any authority over him by 
reason that he carries on business in London, In that case 
the judgmentsays, ‘On the whole, therefore, without deciding 
the question whether it is necessary, for the purpose of 
giving the Lord Mayor's Court power to make the order in 
qsestion, that the original cause of action should have accrued 
within its jurisdiction, we are satisfied that the Act confers 





no such power in relation to debtors who do not reside or 
carry on business within the City of London, and a fortiopy 
where the debtor is not at the time of the summons actual 
within the limits of jurisdiction, and therefore that all farther 
proceedings npon the summons and order in question should 
be restrained.” Jnasmuch, therefore, as this court his no 
jurisdiction merely by reason of the debtor carrying on 
business within London, and as the Act of Parliament gives 
no jurisdiction by the judgment of the superior court irre. 
spective of the original jurisdiction, this court must inquire 
whether the original cause of action accrued within the Oitr 
before it can grant any summons upon the judgment obtained! 
upon such cause of action. This would be an extremely 
inconvenient course—it would be trying a matter ina cause 
which did not form part of the issue in it, and which the 
plaintiff might object to on the ground that all his simple 
contract right had merged into a judgment or specialty debt, 
and if he contends that the judgment debt is a debt tha 
would give the court jurisdiction as an original jurisdiction 
even then the court cannot assist him, as the Court of Common 
Pleas decided, in Tapp v. Jones (22 W R. 632), that an 
action cannot be brought in the Mayor’s Court upon a judg. 
ment of a superior court even where judgment had been 
signed within the city of London. Under these circumstances 
it appears to me that the only course left to the court 
would be to inquire into the original cause of action in the 
superior court upon which judgment has been obtsined, he- 
fore issuing a summons upon the judgment so obtaind,.a 
course that could scarcely have been contemplated hy the 
Legislature. In the absence, therefore, of any jurisdiction 
conferred by the Act of Parliament over persons on 
account of their carrying on business within the City, and in 
the absence of any like original jurisdiction which it has 
been declared by the Court of Common Pleas in JVillis v. 
Harris, that this court does not possess, I cannot see 
under what authority the summons can issue. I am not 
unaware of the 12th and 15th sections of the Mayor’s Court 
Procedure Act, 1857, giving this court jurisdiction in cases 
under £50 where the defendant carries on bu-iness withi 
the City ; that is, the defendant cannot raise any objection to 
such jurisdiction: (Baker v. Clark L. R. 8 C. P. 121). But 
were [ to direct the summons to issue upon the ground that 
the defendant cannot raise the objection, yet it would be 
futile, as a prohibition could be cbtained on the application 
of astranger, and a defendants’ attorrey, in the case of 
Willis v. Harris, has been held to be sufficiently a stranger 
for that purpose. Under these circumstances, I cannot 
direct the registrer to issue the summons, 








Appointntents, Ete. 


Mr. Joun BELL, jun., of Appleby, son of Mr. John Bal’, 

barrister, clerk of the peace for Westmorland, has been ap- 
inted by the Earl of Lonsdale to be Deputy-Clerk of the 
eace for that County. 


Mr. Epwarp CoxweE tt, solicitor (of the firm of Coxwell, 
Bassett, & Stanton), has been appointed a Magistrate for 
the Borough of Southampton. Mr. Coxwell was admitted 
a solicitor in 1828, and is coroner for Southampton, and 
clerk to the New Forest Board of Guardians and to the 
county magistrates at Lyndhurst. 


Mr. Samus Baxzamin Large Drvce, barrister, has been 
appointed Seoretary to the London Farmers’ Club. Mr. 
Druce was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaclmas 
Term, 1867, and has practised as an equity draftsman and 
conveyaneer. 


Mr. Guorcze Daverzvx Harrison, solicitor, of Welch- 
pool, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Mout 
eae pry (Mr. Richard John Edmunds) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that County for the ensuing year. Mr. Harrison 
was admitted a solicitor in 1871, and is registrar of the 
Welchpool County Court, deputy-clerk of the peace and 
elerk to the lieutenancy for Montgomeryshire, clerk to the 
county magistrates for four petty sessional divisions, elerk 
to the Pool and Forden Highway Bvard, and to tho second 
district of Turnpike Trustees in the counties of Montgomery 
and Salop. 


Mr. Jonn Hesrzr, solicitor, of Oxford, has been ap~ 
pointed Clerk to the Adderbury and Oxford Tarupike 





EEEE EREEREE BSSESFESRPS |). 


word Orwars 











Feb: 26, 1876, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. , 





339 








———————— 
frost, in the place of his father, the late Mr. George 
Hester, many years town clerk of Oxford. He was 
admitted # solicitor in 1850, and was in partnership with 
his brother, Mr. Frederic Hester, lately deceased. He 
has also been appointed Secretary to the Oxford Gas Light 
and Coke Company and Clerk to the Commissioners of 
land and Income Taxes, in the place of his deceased 
father. 
Mr. Horacz Mann, barrister, bas been appointed Secre- 
to the Civil Service Commissioners, in succession to 
Mr. Theodore Walrond, appointed Third Commissioner. 
Mr. Mann was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1847, and formerly practised on the 
Home Circuit. He has been for several years registrar to 
the Civil Service Commission. 


Mr. Coartes Sawsrines, solicitor, of 10, Milk-street, 
has been elected Deputy-Governor of the Irish Society for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Sawbridge was admitted a solicitor 
in 1848, and has been for some time one of the representa- 
tives of Cripplegate Ward Within in the Common Conneil. 


Mr. CuartEes SPELMAN TopD, solicitor, of Hull, has been 
appointed Town Clerk and Clerk to the Urban Sanitary 
Anthority, Registrar of the Court of Record of Hull, and 
Steward of the Manor of Myton, in the place of Mr. G. C. 
Roberts, resigned. Mr. Todd has for many years acted as 
law clerk to the local board of health. The new town 
clerk is to reseive a salary of £1,000 per annum, and £2 2s. 
per day and railway fares when absent on corporation 
business, but is not to be allowed to engage in private 


practice. 











Obituarp. 


MR. JOHN FORSTER. 


Mr. John Forster, barrister, many years a commissioner of 
lonacy, was born at Newcastle-upon-Tyne and was 
educated at University College, London, where he was a 
member of the late Mr. Andrew Amos’s first law class. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 
1843, having been a pupil in the chambers of Mr. Thomas 
Chitty. He did not, however, embark in practice, his 
chief attention being devoted to literary pursuits. In 1855 
he was appointed by Lord Cranworth to the office of secretary 
to the Lunacy Commission, and in 1861 he became one of 
the Commissioners of Lunacy. He retired from the office 
about four years ago, but still continued to hold the position 
ofan “unpaid” commissioner. Mr. Forster was for a short 
time editor of the Datiy News, and afterwards editor of the 
Bzaminer, and he was a frequent contributor to the Edinburgh 
and other reviews. He was an intimate friend of Dickens, 
Thackeray, Landor, and other leading literary men, and 
the author of many historical and other works, among 
others “The Statesmen of the Commonwealth of England,” 
“Debates on the Grand Remonstrance,” and the lives of 
Sir John Eliot, Oliver Goldsmith, Walter Savage Landor, 
and Charles Dickens. Mr. Forster was an intimate friend 
of Mr. Dickens, who relied upon his legal advice in most of 
his arrangements with publishers and others. For several 
years Mr. Forster had been engaged on a life of Dean Swift, 
the first volume of which was published only a few weeks 
ago. 





MR. JOHN HENRY BARKER. 


Mr. John Henry Barker, barrister, many years one of the 
Metropolitan police magistrates, died at his residence, East 
Lodge, Bakewell, on the 28th ult., in his seventieth year. 
The decensed was the eldest son of the late Mr. Themas 
Barker, and was born in 1806. He was educated at Christ 
Church, Oxford (where he graduated M.A. in 1884), and 
he was called to the bar at Linooln’s-inn in Easter Term, 
1886. He practised on the Midland Circuit, and Derby- 
shire, Nottinghamshire, and Lincolnshire Sessions. In 
1860 Mr. Barker was appointed stipendiary magistrate at 
Worship-street Court, but he was soon afterwards trans- 
ferred to Clerkenwell. He was a sound lawyer, and a 
carefal and hard-working magistrate, and was very popular 
‘with the officials of the court and with those who practised 








before him. In the summer of 1874 his health became so- 
bad that he was obliged to send in his resignation ard to- 
retire on a pension. Mr. Barker was a magistrate and 
Deputy-Lieutenant for Derbyshire. 


ee 


MR. ASHLEY MAPLES, JUN. 


We regret to announce the death of this gentleman, which 
took place at Stonegate Lodge, Spalding, Lincolnshire (his 
native town), on Monday morning, the 7th inst., in his thinty— 
ninth year, after a lingering illness from consumption of al out 
three years’ duration. The deceased was the eldest son and 
partner of Ashley Maples, Esq., of Spalding (admitted 1828, 
one of the oldest practitioners in Lincolnshire). Having 
served his articles with his father and Messrs. Routh & Stacey, 
of 14, Southampton-street, he was admitted in 1859, since 
which time the father and son had carried on an extensive 
general practice in co-partnership under the title of Maples 
& Son, the elder partner having been clerk to the Spalding 
Union since its formation in 1835, and to the county justices 
for Holland Elloe, Lincolnshire (probably the largest county 
division in England), for the past twenty years. Mr. A. Maples, 
jun., was a commissioner in all the courts, assistant clerk 
to Spalding Union, clerk and receiver to Moulton Endowed 
Schools, hon. clerk to Moulton Poor Estates Feoffees, and 
receiver to the Spalding and Pinchbeck Drainage Trustees, 
and the firm have been for many years district agents to 
the county Conservative party, Spalding being the: nore 
ination and chief polling place for South Lincolnshire, 
Upon the formation of volunteer corps in 1859, the de- 
ceased was elected the first ensign of the 13th Lincolnshire 
(Spalding) Rifle Corps, and subsequently was promoted to be 
lieutenant of the same corps, which post he held for several 
years up to his resignation. He married Miss Margaret 
Jane Kenyon, of Brookfield Ditton, and he leaves three 
cbildren. ’ 


MR. WILLIAM HODGSON BARROW. 


Mr. William Hodgson Barrow, many years M.P. for 
South Nottinghamshire, died at Southwell a few days ago 
at the age of ninety-one. The deceased was the second 
son of the Rev. Richard Barrow, and was born in 1784. 
He was educated at the Southwell Grammar School; and 
was admitted a solicitor in 1806, and carried on business 
at Southwell till his retirement from practice in 1833. He 
was soon afterwards made a magistrate and Depaty- 
Lieutenant of Nottinghamshire, and served the office of 
High Sheriff of the county in 1845. In 1851 he was elected 
M.P. for South Notts in the Protectionist interest, de- 
feating Viscount Newark (the present Earl Manvers) by 
small majority, but at all subsequent elections he was re- 
turned unopposed. He retained his seat till 1874, when 
his great age compelled him to retire, he having !ong been 
(in age, though not in actual seniority of standing) the 
‘* father ” of the House of Commons. He gave a warm 
support to the Conservative party, but was highly esteemed 
by all sections in the House. Mr. Barrow was an active 
magistrate, and took a keen interest in all agrioultural 
subjects. He was also a Fellow of the Royal Agricultural 
Society, the Royal Archzological Society, and the Royad 
Botanical Society. He died unmarried. 





MR. GEORGE PARSONS HESTER. 


Mr. George Parsons Hester. solicitor, died at his 
residence, Parktown, Oxford, on the 4th inst. Mr. Hester;. 
who was nearly eighty years of age, was admitted a 
solicitor in 1819, and hed been for about forty years in 
_— at Oxford. During the greater part of that time 

e had been town clerk, clerk of the peace, and registrar 
ef the borough Court of Record. He retired from these- 
offices, on account of failing health, at the close of last 
year, when the town council passed a resolution expressing: 
their sense of his valuable official services, and arrange- 
ments had been made for presenting him with a testimonial 
to commemorate his long connection with the corporation. 
Mr. Hester was also clerk to the Charity Trustees and Com- 
missioners of Taxes, a perpetual commissioner for Oxfordshire 
and Berkshire, and one of the proctorsin the Vice-Chancellor’s. 
court. He was for severa) years in partnership with Mr. 
Edward Wells Hazell. His sons, Messrs. John and 
Frederick Hester, are in practice in Oxford. 
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Sucicties. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn Hall 
on Wednesday, the 23rd of February, Mr. F. Thornton in 
the chair. Mr. H. Round, LL.B., opened the subject for the 
-evening’s debate, viz., ‘*That suicide should not be held a 
crime.”” The motion was lost by a majority of two. 


ee 


BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The annual meeting of this society was held in the 
Middle Temple Hall on Friday, the 18th inst., Lord Penzance 
in the chair. Among those present were Vice-Chancellor 
Sir C. Hall, Sir Henry James, Q.C., M.P., Sir J. Karslake, 
— Mr. Menisty, Q.C., Mr. E. E, Kay, Q.C., Dr. Deane, 
~ The Secretary read the report which stated that eighty-two 
new members had joined the association in the year, thus in- 
creasing the donations by £546, and the annual subscriptions 
by £114. The donations at the end of the year were £3,138 
‘and the annual subscriptions £683. Fifteen applicants had 
been relieved during the year, the sum distributed amount- 

“ing to £634, of which £28 had been repaid, Sixteen 
applications had been refused from various causes. 

The CuarrMan, in moving the adoption of the report, said 
until last year he was not aware of such an association being 
on foot, but after last year’s meeting it became more known, 
and, haviog learnt from Sir Henry James its excellent 
objects, he had expressed to him the great propriety of every 
one connected with the profession doing all he could to fur- 
ther its objects. Those who owed everything to the 
profession of the law ought not to be sparing in assisting 
those who had been less fortunate, and on whom unforeseen 
‘misfortunes had sometimes fallen heavily. The most 
eloquent voice in Westminster Hall having addressed them 
last year on the objects of the association and the benefits 
conferred by it, it would be needless for him to follow in 
that direction; and he also felt that, so far as the general 
question of benevolence towards their brethren in the pro- 

ession was concerned, the gentlemen of the bar never had re- 
quired and never would require stimulating. Assisting by an 
association like theirs was far superior to assisting by private 
subscription, for if a member of the bar fellinto difficulties 
it was only in the last resort that he would apply to his 
friends, whereas he could apply at once to the association. 
During his connection with the profession he had often 
been astonished that the bar, as a body, had so rarely com- 
bined together—indeed, so far as he could recollect, they 
had never taken united action as a body—and it was a source 
of great gratification to him that the first time they had 
done so it was for a purely benevolent object, entirely apart 
from any selfish interest. He wished the association every 
success. 

Sir J. Karsraxz, Q.C., in seconding the adoption of the 
report, said he thought the objects of the association recom- 
mended themselves to the profession generally. The report 
was adopted unanimously, and the meeting was subsequently 
addressed by Mr. Manisty, Q.C., Mr. E. E. Kay, Q.C., Vice- 
Chancellor Sir C. Hall, Mr. Lanyon, Sir Henry James, Q.C., 
M.P., Dr. Deane, and several other gentlemen. Various 
resolutions were passed appointing the committee of manage- 
ment for the ensuing year, and thanking the auditors, the 
committee, the hon. secretary, and the treasurer and the 
masters of the bench of Middle Temple; and the proceed- 
ings terminated with a cordial vote of thanks to the 
chairman. 








The Town Council of Kingston-upon-Hull, at a meeting 
held on Monday last, passed a highly complimentary vote ex- 
pressing their senee of the services rendered by Mr. Roberts 
in his office of town clerk, and their deep regret at his resig- 
nation of the same, and directed the vote to be suitably en- 
Seman vellum and framed and presented to Mr, Roberts. 

‘hey also by unanimous vote requested Mr. Roberts to 
continue certain parliamentary and legal pending business 
of the corporation to ita conclusion. 





te 


Sutdgqes’ Chanbersg.* 


~ (Before Denman, J.) 
Feb. 7.—Mercantile River Plate Bank v. Isaac, 
Substituting a plaintiff—Ord. 16, r. 2. 

This was an action for the balance due on a promi 
note, brought under the Bills of Exchange Act. The pre. 
sent application, on appeal from Master Manley Smith, 
was to substitute one Hart as the plaintiff in the action, 
It appeared that the promissory note had been drawn ip 
favour of Hart, who was a banker; that Hart, on leaving 
England, had put the note into the hands of the Mercan. 
tile River Plate Bank, but without indorsing; and that on 
its falling due, Hart, having been informed that he had 
omitted to indorse it, forwarded to the River Plate Bank 
an indorsed copy of the note. It was in consequence of 
this informality in the note sued upon that it was desired 
to substitute Hart as plaintiff in the place of the Mercan- 
tile River Plate Bank. 

E. Jones, for substituted plaintiff. 

I. Hastings, for defendant. 

An objection taken that this action being under the Bills 
of Exchange Act the new procedure conld not be taken 
advantage of having been overruled, 

Denman, J., made the order asked for, reversing the de- 
cision of the master, the substituted plaintiff to pay the 
costs of both applications. 

Solicitors for Hart, Mackerel! § C). 

Solicitors forthe defendart, Aus in & Co. 


Feb. 8.—Plum v. Normanton Iron, §c., Company, 
Venue—Ord. 36, r. 1. 

A plaintiff has now an absolute right of fixing the place of 
trial, subject to the defendant’s showing such preponderance 
of convenience in trying elsewhere as to oust that right. Per 
Denman, J. 


Feb. 8.— Makin v. Barrow, 
Injunction--Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub-section 8, 

In this case, Forbes applied for an interlocutory injune- 
tion to restrain the defendant from committing certain tres- 
passes. The application had been originally made ex parte 
to Lindley, J., who refused to make an order; and the plain- 
tiff now proceeded upon summons. The plaintiff's affidavit 
stated that the defendant had erected buildings on his own 
land, and in order to support such buildings had subse- 
quently erected five buttresses, which encroached upon the 
land of the plaintiff; that since the issuing of the writ in 
this action (January 14, 1876), the defendant's carts, con- 
taining heavy weights, had passed and re-passed over the 

laintiff’s land, thereby cutting up the said land and cover- 
ing it with ashes and other refuse. 

Denman, J.—As to the buttresses there can, of course, be 
no interlocutory injunction, As to the other alleged tres- 
pasees, I doubt whether a sufficient case of continuing 
injury is shown for me to grant an injunction. The affidanit 
seems to me to disclose nothing but what may be com- 
pensated by damages. Ke 

Forbes.—The plaintiff cannot get damages for any injury 
since the writ. 

On behalf of the defendant it was then stated that he 
— consent to damages being assessed up to the date of 
tria 

No order, the defendant consenting that the jury at the 
trial, if a verdict should be found for the plaintiff, shall 
assess damages for all injury done to the plaintiff's land up 
to the date of trial. Costs in the cause. 


Feb. 8,—Oger v. Bradnum, 
Procedure under Bills of Exchange Act—District —Ord. 
2, r. 6; ord. 5, rr. 1 and 2; ord. .12, r. 3; ord. r. 4. 
This was an action under the Bills of Exchange Act 
brought in the district registry of Manchester ; and the 
important question was now raised, vetigs hers referred by 
the district registrar to the judge, as to whether an action 
under the Bills of Exchange Act could be carried on in 


* Reported by A. H. Birreston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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district registry. The question is dependent on the con” 
straction to be put upon the words of ord. 2, r. 6. 

Gainsford Bruce, for defendant.—The only provisions for 
the issue of writs out of a district registry are for the issue 
of writs in the ordinary form. Tt was never intended that 
adefendant should be compelled to appear in a district 
registry if residing elsewhere. But under the Bills of 
Exchange Act the whole procedure would have to be 
altered if the defendant is to have the option of not appear- 
ing in the place where the writ is issued. If this action 
can be brought in a district registry I must go before the 
district registrar in order to obtain leave to appear. Pollock 
y, Cambell (ante p. 232, 24 W. R. 320) was referred to. 

Arthur Wilson, for plaintiff.—I think the apparent diffi- 
eulty here is overcome if the exact words of ord. 2, r. 6, are 
Jooked to. The question is, What meaning is to be attached 
to the words “the procedure undir the Bills of Exchange 
Act? It is conceivable that that might be read as mean- 
ing that the whole procedure in the action was to be the 
same as it would have been if the Judicature Acts had not 
been passed, but that interpretation would be extremely in- 
convenient, and would further be incompatible with a deci- 
sion of Mr. Justice Lindley, reported, 20 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL, p. 242, allowing a party in an action under the 
Bills of Exchange Act to take advantage of the provisions of 
the Judicature Act for the purpose of joining another 
defendant. The interpretation that I would sug- 

st was intended to be put on the above words is 
“the procedure so far as it is governed by the Bills of 
Exchange Act.” This construction of the words would 
not beat variance with the decision in the case cited by my 
friend, which has been affirmed by the court. That decision 
went on the ground that there was an express provision in 
the Bills of Exchange Act for personal service of the writ. 
This Act deals also with the form of the writ, and with the 
obtaining leave to appear, and it is to those provisions that 
the rule in question applies. As regards matters of pro- 
cedure not dealt with by the Bills of Exchange Act,.an action 
commenced under that Act should now be carried on under 
the Judicature Acts, and not under the old practice. The 
Actin question has heen expressly extended to all the county 
courts in England. By ord. 5, r. 1, the plaintiff in any action 
other than a probate action, may issue a writ out of the dis- 
trict registry. Although this rule makes an express excep- 
tion it does not in any way except an action under the Bills 
of Exchange Act. The argument applies with especial force 
to the district registry of Lancaster. The powers of protho- 
notaries are kept alive by the Judicature Acts, and they 
= the power of issuing writs under the Bills of Exchange 

ct. 

Denman, J.—If this action can be commenced in a dis- 
trict registry no doubt the defendant will be at liberty to 
apply to remove the action to London from the district 
registry under r. 13 of ord. 35. My own impression is that 
Mr, Wilson’s interpretation of the rule is the correct one ; 
but I shall refer the question to the court. 

All proceedings staved. Costs in the cause, 

Solicitor for plaintiff, Goldring. 

Solicitors for defendant, Pattison, Wigg, ¢ Co. 

[See the decision of the court to the same effect, noted 
ante p, 313]. 


Feb. 9.—Schomberg v. Zoebellt, 
Particulars of claim—Ord. 21, r. 4, 

This was an epplication for further and better particulars 
of claim in an action where the writ was specially indorsed 
and the plaintiff had delivered a notice that his claim was 
48 On writ instead of a statement. 

In support of the application it was stated that the 
plaintiff made a large claim for interest at twelve per cent. ; 
that, as regarded the interest, the defendant disputed the 
claim, The defendant also desired to set up a claim for 
damages in respect of caps sent to the plaintiff, a merchant 
at Singapore, to be sold for the defendant, which caps had 
been transmitted by the plaintiff without any authority to 
Hong Kong, where, having been spoilt on the voyage, 
they were sold at a loss. 

Denwan, J.—The form of the summons should not have 

n for partioulars, but for farther statement of claim. 
What the defendant really wants is not particulars of the 
phetiogs, bat that it should appear on the pleadings what 

his case and what is the defendant's. I think this 





is a case where it will be better to have a statement of 
claim. 
Order for further statement of claim. 


Feb. 9.— Wingard v, Coz. 
Particulars of statement of claim. 

This was an action for slander, and the defendant now 
applied for an account of the names and addresses of 
divers persons mentioned in the statement of claim, and 
in what respects the plaintiff's business was falling off. 

Denman, J.—The defendant is asking the plaintiff for 
the names of persons who were passing in the street at 
the time of the alleged slander being uttered ; that can 
certainly not be allowed. To ask for particulars of 
damages in an action for slander is a very novel applica- 
tion ; and to ask for the particulars of damages occasioned 
by the business falling off is only another way of asking 
what business the plaintiff did before the slander. It is 
very doubtfal whether the plaintiff would be allowed at 
the trial to give particular evidence of damages occasioned 
by the falling off of his business. 

Dismissed with costs. 

Solicitor for plaintiff, Cooke. 

Solicitor for defendant, Froggart. © 


Tuesday, Feb, 8.—Sunstitutep Service—Orp. 9, x. 2.— 
On an application for substituted service of the notice of 
— for an attachment, an affidavit having bee 
read, 

Denman, J., said that, supposing it to be taken to be 
roved that the defendant was wiltully evading service, he 
new of no power of ordering substituted service excep t in 

the case of a writ of summons in an action. 


APPrEaRANCE—Orp. 12, x. 4.—This was an application to 
set aside an order of Master Unthank giving the defendants 
time, on the ground that the application should have been 
made to the district registrar of Manchester. The action was 
brought against the London and North-Western Railway 
Company to recover damages for personal injuries. The de- 
fendants had appeared in the district registry of Manchester, 
where the writ was issued ; the statement of claim had been 
filed and delivered there on the 18th of January, and a sum- 
mons for time had then been taken out by the defendants in 
the district registry, on which they obtained an order. While 
that order was running, a summons was taken out.in London 
by the defendants for seven days’ further time to plead, on 
which the order of Master Unthank was made, which it was 
now sought to set aside. ‘The explanation on the part of the 
defendants was, that there had been a mistake on the part of 
their agents in Manchester, and that they had no authority 
to appear there. After some discussion as to whether the 
defendants carried on business in Manchester within the 
meaning of ord. 12, r. 3, 

Denman, J.—The defendants cannot disavow the act of 
their agent in Manchester. If they wished the proceedings 
to be carried on in London, the notice under ord. 35, rr. 
11, 12, should have been given to the plaintiff. I will let the 
master’s order stand, but make the defendants pay all the 
costs. 

No order; cause to be removed to London, costs of all 
proceedings in the district registry after writ, and of this 
application and that before the master, to be plaintiff's in 
any event. 


ee 


INTERROGATORIES—OrD. 31, R. 5.—This was an action 
on a policy of insurance, the defence being a general denial 
and an allegation of unseaworthiness, The defendant was 
an underwriter who had accepted an assignment of the 
policy. The present application was to strike out regi, 2 
atories delivered by the plaintiff to the defendant. to 
support of the application it was argued that the interrog- 
atories were simply the whole statement of claim put into 
interrogative form; that, as the defendant was only 
assignee of the policy, he could oaly say in answer that he 
knew ary | of the matters interrogated upon ; and that he 
had denied the allegations in the statement of claim only 
with the object of putting the plaintiff to strict proof of 


em. 
Denman, J.—If the defendant denies the facts which the 
plaintiff alleges, the plaintiff has a right to interrogate him 
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asto them. If the defendant is able to swear truly that 
he knows nothing about the matters in question, that would 
be clearly a sufficient answer. 

No order. 


Sianinc Jupement on Writ Spectatty InporsEp—Orb. 
14, 8. 1.—This was an application to sign final judgmeut 
in an action on a guarantee, on appeal from Master 
Pollock. ; 

The defendant’s affidavit stated that the guarantee was 
given in respect of an undelivered bill of costs; that it was 
given under protest, and obtained by undue pressure ; and 
that the promise was gratuitous. 

Denman, J.—That the defendant should not have given 
this guarsntee is no defence to the action. Consideration 
appears on the face of the guarantee, that consideration 
being the giving up of a lease. It would be cruelty to 
~ defendant to allow this action to go on. 

irder. 


Wednesday, Feb. 9.—TRANSFER oF ACTION—AMENDMENT 
oF Crain—JvupicaturE Act, 1873, s. 34—Orp. 27, rR. 1.— 

This was an action brought under the following circum- 
stances :— The plaintiff was, it was alleged in the statement 
of claim, the mother of six illegitimate cbildren by 
the defendant. In consideration of the plaintiff's taking 
charge of the children, the defendant promised to pay 
her £4,500 on the sale of an estate belonging to him, or 
£300 a year by quarterly payments. An action had been 
brought and judgment recovered by the plaintiff for quar- 
terly payments then in arrear. Subsequent payments not 
having been made on their falling due, the present action 
was commenced, but the defendant having now sold his 
estate, and a chancery suit in respect of the sale having ter- 
minated, the plaintiff now claimed, in the alternative, either 
to recover the payments in arrear or to be paid the sum of 
£4,500 or the investment of such sum in the name of trustees 
for her benefit and that of her children. 

A. Charles, for defendant, now applied for an order that 
the claim should be amended, or that the action should be 
transferred to the Chancery Division. This claim is em- 
barrassing ; the defendant cannot tell whether the plaintiff 
requires the investment of a lump sum in the name of 
trustees, or payment of the arrears of theannuity. Ifthe 
former, the plaintiff claims what is the execution of a trust, 
and that is peremptorily assigned to the Chancery Division 
by rection 34 of the Judicature Act, 1873. 

Folkard, for plaintiff. 

Denman, J.—The plaintiff does not pray for the execution, 
but for the creation of atrust. At this stage, at all events, 
there is no necessity for a transfer. 

No order. 





Leqislation of the Weck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Feb. 18.—Crosszep Cuzquzs. 


The Lonp CnanceLtor introduced a Bill on the subject 
of crossed cheques, but reserved an explanation of the pro- 
visions of the Bill till it was in print. 


Feb. 22.—Parent Laws. 


The Lorp CHANczL1or introduced a Bill on the subject of 
letters patent for inventions. He explained that the Bill 
differed from that of last year in two provisions. In the 
Bill of last session it was proposed that there should be two 
classes of patents; one enduring for the present period of 
fourteen years, and the other for inventions that might not 
be deemed worthy of a patent for so long aterm, and which 
would endure for only seven years. He proposed in the pre- 
sent Bill that there should be a uniform term of fourteen 
years. In the Bill of last session it was provided that the 
pogulations for the ming of letters patent should be 
under the superintendence of the Commissioners of Patents ; 
that, acting under those commissioners, there should be Ex- 
aminers of Patents whose duty it would be to examine as to 
the worthiness of inventions, and to see whether there were 
existing patents for the things proposed to be patented ; and 





that there should also be referees who were not to have bee, 
officers of the Patent Office, but pers»ns eagags1in scientific 
pursuits or coaversant with the various sciences, whos: al: 
vice was to be- resorted to in respect of inventions 
In the present Bill the machinery was confined to the Qua. 
missioners of Patents, and, under them, the examiners, 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


Feb. 17.—Rovyat Titizs. 
Mr. Disrak x1 introduce | a Bill to enable her Majesty ‘9 
add to the style and titles appertaining to the Imperis] 
Crown of the United Kingdom and its dependenc’es, 


DratnaGE AND ImprovemEeNT oF Lanp (IRELAND) Pao. 
VISIONAL ORDERS. 
This Bili was read a second time. 


Montcrpat Corporations (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Mercuant SuIppine. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Poor Law AMENDMENT. 

Mr. Scrater-Booru introduced a Bill to provide for the 
better arrangement of divided parishes and other local areas, 
and to make sundry amendments in the Law ielating to the 
Relief of the Poor in England. 


Feb. 18.—Comaons. 
This Bill was read a s2cond time. 


Mepicat Pracririoners (IRELAND). 
Mr. Gipson introduced a Bill to enable legally qualified 
medical practitioners to hold certain public medical appoint- 
ments, and to amend the Medical Act. 


Granp Jury Laws (Irevanp), 


Mr. KavanaGH introducei a Bill to amend the Grand 
Jury Laws for Ireland. 


Crvit Brit Courts (InELanp). 

The Soticrror-GenerAt for Irevanp introduc-d a Bilt 
to extend the jurisdiction of the courts for hearing civil 
bill causes in Ireland. He explained that as the sularies 
of the chairmen had been fixed on the understanding that 
they should not be increased when equitable jurisdiction 
was thrown upon them, it was not proposed 1o increase 
them now, but it was proposed to place them on the Con- 
solidated Fund, and to prohibit their engaging in private 
practice. It was further contemplated that the second and 
third class chairmanships should be gradually abolished, 
and finally, by the re-arrangement of districts, to reduce the 
number of first-class chairmen from thirty-three to swenty- 
one. By a separate Bill the offices of clerk of ths peace 
and clerk of the Crown would be united. 


Feb. 23.—Exsgcrozat County Boarps (Inguanp). 
Captain NoLan moved the second reading of this Bill.— 
Mr. KAVANAGH moved as an amendment that the Bill be 
read a second time that day six months.—The amendment 
was carried. 


Granp Jury Presenrments, &c. ([Revanp). 
Mr. Botr moved the second reading of this Bill.—Mr. 
KavanaGu moved that the Bill be read a second timo that 
day six months.—On a division the amendment was carried. 


InpustTrRiAL AND Provipent Socrsrias. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Druceaine ANIMALS. 
Sir J. Astiey introduced a Bill to make the administra- 
tion of poisonous drugs and compounds to horses and other 
animals a punishable offence. 


Oran Spaces (Marnorotiran District). 

Mr. Wuatiey introduced a Bill for affording facilities 
for vesting in the Metropolitan Board of Works open 
spaces, gardens, and squares in the Metropolitan district, 
or the exercise and recreation of the public, and to em- 
power owners and joint-owners to enter into arrangements 
with the Metropolitan Board of Works in relation the:eto. 
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gaw Students’ Sourial. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Fina Examinations, 1875, 
Special Prizes, 

Timpron Martin Prize for candidates from Liverpool.—To 
Mr. Walter Maddooc Simpson, who, from among the 
<andidates from Liverpool in the year 1875, passed the 
best expfnination, and who attained honorary distinction, 
the Council have awarded the prize, consisting of a gold 
medal, founded by Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liverpool. Mr. 
Simpson served his clerkship with Messrs. Tyrer, 
$mith, & Kenion, of Liverpool, and obtained a prize in 
Hilary Term, 1875. The ‘‘ Timpron Martin Prize,” reserved 
jntbe year 1872, has been awarded to Mr, Joseph Stanislaus 
Bradley. Mr. Bradley served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Bradley & Steinforth, of Liverpool, and obtained a prize 
jn Easter Term, 1875. 

Atkinson Prize for Candidates from Liverpool or Preston. 
—To Mr. Joseph Stanislaus Bradley, who from among the 
candidates from Liverpool or Prestonin the year 1875 
bas shown himself best acquainted with the Law of Real 
Property and the Practice of Conveyancing, has otherwise 
passed a satisfactory examination, and has attained 
honorary distinction, the Council have awarded the prize, 
consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. John Atkinson, 
of Liverpool. 

broderip Prize for Real Property and Conveyancing. 
Open to all Candidates.—Mr. Reginald Benson having, 
among the candidates in the year 1875, shown himself 
best acquainted with the Law of Real Property and the 
Practice of Conveyancing, having passed a satisfactory 
examination, and having attained honorary distinction, the 
Council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold 
medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s-inn. 
Mr. Benson served his clerkship to Messrs. H. & B. J. 
Ford, of Exeter, and Mr. J. Elliott Fox, of London; and 
obtained a prize in Hilary Term, 1875. 

Scott Scholarship. Open to all candidates.—Mr. Charles 
Paice, being, in the opinion of the Council, the candidate 
best acquainted with the Theory, Principles, and Practice 
of Law, they have awarded to him the scholarship 
founded by Mr. Jobn Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. 
Mr. Paice served his clerkship with Messrs. Pownall, Son, 
Crose, & Knott, of London, and obtained a prize in Hilary 
Term, 1875. 

Birmingham Law Society’s Prize for Candidates from 
Birmingham.—The Examiners also reported that among 
the candidates from Birmingham in the year 1875 
was no one qualified to take the prize for the year 

The Examiners also reported that from among the 
candidates from Manchester and Salford in the year 1875, 
Mr. Asheton Henry Atkinson passed the best examination 
and obtained a prize in November, 1875. Mr. Atkinson 
served his clerkship with Messrs, Atkinson & Co., of 
Manchester. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Easter Examination, 1876. 
EXAMINATION OF CANDIDATES FoR Pass CERTIFICATES. 


The seentien of students is requested to the following 
rules :— 

No student admitted after the 31st of December, 1872, shall 
be examined for call to the Bar until he shall have kept 
nine Terms ; except that students admitted after that day 
shall have the option of passing the Examination in Roman 
Civil Law at any time after having kept four Terms. 

An Examination will be held in April next, to which a 
student of any of the Inns of Court, who is desirous of be- 
coming a candidate for a certificate of fitness for being 
called t> the Bar, will be admissible. 

Each student proposing to submit himself for Examination 

will be required to enter his name, personally or by letter, 

at the Treasurer's or Steward’s office of the Inn of Court to 
which he belongs, on or before Friday, the 24th day of 

March next; and he will further be required to state ia 

Writing whether his object in offering himself for Examina- 

tion is t» obtain a certificate preliminary to a call to the 

















Bar, or whether he is merely desirous of passing the 

Examination in Roman Civil Law under the above-men- 
tioned rule. 

The Examination will commence on Monday, the 3rd day of 
April next, and will be continued on the Tuesday and 

ednesday following. 

It will take place in the Hall of Lincoln’s-inn; and the 
doors will be closed ten minutes after the time appointed 
for the commencement of the Examination. . 

The Examination by Printed Questions will be conducted in 
the following order :— 

Monday Morning, the 3rd of April, at Ten, on Common Law; 
in the Afternoon, at Two, on Equity. 

Tuesday Morning, the 4th of April, at Ten, on the Law of 
Real and Personal Property; in the Afternoon, at Two, 
on Constitutional Law and Legal History. 

Wednesday Morning, the 5th of April, at Ten, on the 
Roman Civil Law. 

The Oral Examination will be conducted in the same order, 
during the same Hours, and on the same Subjects, as those 
already marked out for the Examination by Printed Ques- 


tions. 

Note.—Students admitted prior to the 1st of January, 1873, 
and who are candidates for a pass certificate, have au op- 
tion of passing in Constitutional Law, and Legal History, 
or Roman Civil Law; Common Law or Equity ; and Real 
and Personal Property Law. 

The Examiner in Common Law will examine in the fol- 
lowing Subjects :— 

1. The Law of Contracts and Mercantile Law. 

2. The Law of Torts. 

3. The Law of Crimes. 

4, The Law of Procedure and Evidence. 

Candidates will be examined on General and Elementary 
Principles of Law. 

The Examiner in Equity will examine in the following 
Subjects :— é; 

1. Trusts. 

2. Vendors and Purchasers of Real Estate. 

Candidates will be examined in the above-mentioned 
Subjects. 

The Examiner in the Law of Real and Personal Property 
will examine in the following Subjects :— 

1. The Feudal Law, as adopted in England, and the 
Statutory Changes in it. 

2, Estates, Rights, and Interests in Real and Personal 
Property; and Assurances and Contracts concerning the 
same. 

8. Mortmain; Testamentary Disposition ; Perpetuity or 
Remoteness ; Conditions ; Easements. 

Candidates will be examined in the elements of the fore- 
going Subjects. 

The Examiner in Constitutional Law and Legal History 
will examine in the following Books and Subjects :— 

1, Stubb’s Constitutional History of England. 

2. Hallam’s Constitutional History. 

3. Broom's Constitutional Law. 

Candidates will be examined in No. 1 and No. 3 only, or 
in No. 2 and No. 3 only, of the foregoing Subjects, at their 
option. 

Fthe Examiner in Roman Civil Law will examine in the 

Institutes of Justinian (Sandars’ Edn.). 

Candidates will be examined in the above-mentioned 
Book and Subject. 


Trinity Examination, 1879. 

Examination of Candidates for Studentships, Honours, 
and Pass Certificates. 

The attention of students is requested to the following 
rules :— 

As an encouragement to students to study Jurisprudence 
and Roman Civil Law, Twelve Studentships of One Hundred 
Guineas each shall be established, and divided equally into 
two classes ; the 1st class of Studentships to continue for two 
years, aod to be open for competition to any student as to 
whom not more than four Terms shall have elapsed since he 
kept his first Term; and the 2nd class to continue for one 
year only, and to be open for competition to any stadent, 
not then already entitled to a Studentship, as to whom not 
less that four and not more than eight Terms shall have 
elapsed since he kept his first Term; two of each class of 
pam studentships to be awarded by the Counoil, on the re- 
commendation of the Committee, after every Examination 
before Hilary and Trinity Terms respectively, to the two 
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students of each set of competitors who shall have passed the 
best Examination in both Jurisprudence and Roman Civil 
Law. But the Committee shall not be obliged to recom- 
mend any Studentship to be awarded if the result of the 
Examination be such as in their opinion not to justify such 
recommendation. 

No student admitted after the Slst of December, 1872, 
shall be examined for call to the Bar until he shall have 
kept nine Terms; except that students admitted after that 
day shall have the option of passing the Examination in 
Roman Civil Law at at any time after having kept four 
‘Terms. 

An Examination willbe held in May next, to which a 
student of any of the Inns of Court, who is desirous of be- 
coming a candidate for a studentship, or honours, or of 
obtaining a certificate of fitness for being called to the Bar, 
will be admissible. 

Each student proposing to submit himself for Examina- 
tion will be required to enter his name, personally or by 
letter, at the Treasurer’s or Steward’s office of the Inn of 
Court to which he belongs, on or before Thursday, the 18th 
day of May next; and he will further be required to state 
in writing whether his objectin offering himself for Exami- 
nation is to compete for a studentship, or honours, or of 
obtainin g a certificate preliminary to a call to the Bar ; or 
whether he is merely desirous of passing the Examination 
in R oman Civil Law under the above-mentioned rule. 

The Examination will commence on Monday, the 29th 
day of May next, and be continued on the Tuesday, Wed- 
nesday, Thursday, and Friday following. 

It will take place in the Hall of Lincoln’s-inn ; and the 
doors will be closed Ten Minutes after the time appointed 

for the commencement of the Examination. 

The Examination by Printed Questions will be con- 
ducted in the following order :— f 

Monday ard Tuesday, 29th and 30th of May, at Ten until 
One, and from Two until Five oa each day, the Examina- 
tion of Candidates for Studentships in Jurisprudence and 
Roman Civil Law. 

The Examination of Candidates for Honours and Pass Cer- 
tificates will take place as follows :— 


Wednesday Morning, 31st May, at Ten, on Common Law; 
in the Afternoon, at Two, on Equity. 

Tuesday Morning, 1st June, at Ten, on the Law of Real 
and Personal Property; in the Afternoon, at Two, on Con- 
stitutional Law and Legal History. 

Friday Morning, 2ad June, at Ten, on the Roman Civil 

aw. 

The Oral Examination will be conducted in the same 
Order, during the same Hours, and on the same Subjects, 
as those already marked out for the Examination by Priated 
Questions, 

Note.—Students admitted prior to 1st January, 1873, and 
who are Candidates for a Pass Certificate, have an option of 
passing in Constitutional Law and Legal History, or Roman 
Civil Law; Common Law or Equity; and Real and Personal 
Property Law. 


Jurisprudence, Civil and International Law, and Roman 
Law. 

1. Institutes of Gaius and Institutes of Justinian. 

2. The titles of the Digest De Acquirendo rerum Dominio 
(XLI., 1) and De Acquirenda vel amittenda possessione 
(XLL, 2). 

3. History of Roman Law. 

4. Principles of Jurisprudence, with special reference to 
the writings of Bentham, Austin, and Maine. 

5. Elements of International Law. 

6. Principles of Private International Law. 

Candidates for the Studentsbips will be examined in all 
the above Subjects. 

Candidates for Honours will be examined in those num- 
bered 1, 3, and 4; Candidates for a Pass Certificate in the 
Institutes of Justinian (Sandars’ Edn.). 


The Examiner in Common Law will examine in the fol- 
lowing Subjects:— 

1. The Law of Contracts and Mercantile Law. 

2. The Law of Torts. 

3. The Law of Crimes. 

4. The Law of Procedure and Evidence. 


——_, 

Candidates for a Pass Certificate only will be examined op 
General and Elementary Principles of Law; and 
Candidates for Honours the Examiner will require a more 
advanced knowledge of the application of thoss princi pleg, 
and a knowledge of leading decisions. 

The Examiner in Equity will examine in the following 
Subjects :— 

1. Trusts. 

2. The Property of Married Women. 

3. Infants. 

4. Mortgages. 

Candidates for Honours will be examined in all the aboys. 
mentioned Subjects. Candidates for a Pass Certificate only, 
in those numbered 1 and 2 only. : 

The Examiner in the Law of Real and Personal Property 
will examine in the following Subjects :— 

1, The Feudal Law, as adopted in England, and the 
Statutory Changes in it. 

2. Estates, Rights, and Interests in Real and Personal 
Property ; and Assurances and Contracts concerning the 
same. 

3. Mortmain ; Testamentary Disposition ; Perpetuity or 
Remoteness ; Conditions ; Easements. 

Candidates for a Pass Certificate only will be examined in 
the elements of the foregoing Subjects ; Candidates for 
Honours will have a higher examination. 

The Examiner in Constitutional Law and Legal History 
will examine in the following Books and Subjects :— 

1. Stubbs’ Constitutional History of England. 

2. Hallam’s Constitutional History. 

8. Broom’s Constitutional Law. 

4. The Principal State Trials of the Stuart Period. 

5. The concluding chapter of Blackstone’s Commentaries, 
being that ‘‘ On the Progress of the Laws of England.” 

Candidates for Honours will be examined in all the above- 
mentioned Books and Subjects ; Candidates for a Pass Uer- 
tificate only will be examined in No. 1 and No.3 only, or 
in No. 2 and No. 3 only, of the foregoing Subjects, at their 


option. 
By Order of the Council, 
(Signed) S. H. Wacpote, Chairman. 
Council Chamber, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, Feb. 22. 








Court Papers. 


LANCASHIRE SPRING ASSIZES, 1876. 


The commissions for holding these assizes will be opened 
at Lancaster on Saturday, the 4th of March, at Manchester 
on Thursday, the 9th of March, and at Liverpool on Wed- 
nesday, the 22nd of March. 

Causes for trial at Manchester can be entered provisionally 
at the office of the district registrar and deputy-clerk of 
assize, 57, King-street, Manchester, on Tuesday and Wed- 
nesday, the 7th and 8th of March, during office hours. 

Causes for trial at Liverpool can be entered provisionally 
at the office of the prothonotary and clerk of assize, 13, 
Harrington-street, Liverpool, on Monday and Tuestlay, the 
20th and 21st of March, during office hours. 

The entry of causes at Lancaster will commence jmmedi- 
ately after the opening of the commission on Saturday, the 
4th of March, and will close at nine o’clock on the folowing 
Monday morning. 

The entry of causes at Manchester and Liverpool }espec- 
a commence at the assize courts, Manchester, and 
St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, immediately after the oppening 
of the commissions, and will close at nine o’clock on the 
evening of the commission day. : 

The court will sit at Manchester on Friday, the 1()th of 
March, at eleven o'clock in the forenoon, and at Live 
on Thursday, the 23rd of March, at the same hour. 

The trial of special jury causes will commence at } 
chester on Tuesday, the 14th of March, at ten o'cloc\ia 
the forenoon, and at Liverpool on Monday, the 27tip of 
iy at the same hour, unless the court shall other# 
order. 

A list of causes for trial at Manchester and Liverpoo§ tt 








spectively each day (except the first) will be exhibiteq™ ® 
the corridor of the court and in the library. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES, 


Feb. 25, 1876. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
nt, Consols, 943 Annuities, April, "85, 93 
3 om or Account, Mar. 1,943 | Do.(Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do3 per Cont. Rednced, 94§ Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. 1 pm. 
New 8 per Cent., 94 Ditto, £500, Do, 1 pm. 
Do, rCent., Jan, "94 Pitto, 2100 & £200, 1 pm. 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stook. 5 per 
Do, per Cent., Jan. 78 Ct, (last half-year), 256 
Annuities, Jan, 80 — Dittc for Acceunt, 


RAILWAY STOCK, 





Railways. 


(Paid.|Closing Prices 

—_—|——| — ee 
: Bristol and Exeter 

Sct Caledonian conscouthounceannescences | 





} 





Glasgow and South-Western . 
gwek Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . | 
Stock Great Northern wss.srserersssseess sesseessrrreseeee! f 
Stock’ Do., A Stock* sad j 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland ......| 
Stock Great Western—Original..,...1...seseeseeserees! 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... 
stock London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Stock London, Chatham, and Dover...... 

Stock London and North-Western . 

Stock London and South Western.......... 0! 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ,......+0+6) 
Stock! Metropolitan i) 
Stoel Do,, District siessercrrsrescseerersersereesanecen ees, 
Stock Midland 

Stock North British 
Shock North Eastern,......scsccseseserereeees 
Stock | North London 
Stock|North Staffordshire s.o......ccessesssesenes 
Stock|South Devon 
Stock| South-Eastern ora 


*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


























Monzy MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


The Bank rate still remains at 4 per cent., the proportion 
of reserve to liabilities being 43} per cent. The foreign 
market has beer very flat, and most stocks show a decline, 
but, with the exception of Egyptian, not to any great extent. 
The home railways have suffered a considerable fall, 
North British and Caledonian being principally affected. 
Consols close at 94} to 943 for money and account. 





MARRIAGE AND DEATH. 


MARRIAGE, 

Wetcuman—Gay—Feb. 15, at the parish church, Wisbech 
St. Peter, William Welchman, of Upwell, solicitor, to Martha 
Emily, elder daughter of William Gay, solicitor, Wisbech. 

DEATH. 

SuitH—Feb. 23, at his residence, Bent’s-green Lodge, near 

Sheffield, Mr. Albert Smith, of Sheffield, solicitor, aged 78. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 
Professiona! Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, Feb. 18, 1876. 
Beckitt, Henry Hugh, and William Hamilton Hall, 14, Clement’s inn, 
Middlesex, Attorneys. Feb 15 
Bent, Edward Stanley, and William Vaugban Jones, 13, Aytoun st, 
and 91, Piccadilly, Solicitors, Feb 10 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fatpar, Feb, 18, 1876. 
LimITED 1N Ouancery. 

Ballyclare Paper Mills Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an order 
dated July 28, appointed Frederick William Sperring, Philpot lane, 
to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before March 
15, to serd their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to tie above. Wednesday, March 29, at 11, is ap~ 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

Provident Life and Guarantee Asszciation, Limited —V.C. 
has, by an order dated Jan 24, appointed Robert Eaton James, 

vor swag D to be provisionally official liquidator. 

Charlton Ironworks Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, 

Jan 25, appointed Joseph Garside, Worksop, to be 0 


Coal Consumers’ Association, Limited.—V.C. Hall has, by an order 

dated Feb 12, eppeinted Arthur Cooper, George st, Mansion House, 
a Provisionally official liquidator. 

pagnie Generale de Bellegarde, Limited,—V.C. Bacon has, by an 

. Onder dated Jan 15, appointed John Young, Tokonhouse yard, to be 

liquidator, Oreditors are required, on or before April 1, to 

send their names and addresses, and jthe particulars of their debts 

Or claims, to the above. Monday, May I, at 12, is appointed for 

and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 
Consolidated Collieries Company, Limited.—V.C. Bacon has, by an 


by an order 
fHloial liqui- 


h 
Ferris, Howell, Loughton, Essex, Licensed Victualler. 





order dated Jan 11, appointed Samuel Lovelock, Culenan st, t> be 
official liquidator. Creditors are requirei, on or before April 8, to 
eend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to the above. Friday, April 28, at 12, is appointed tor 
hearing and adjudicating upon the tebts and claims. 

Hale’s Rocket Company, Limited.— Petition for winding up, presented 
Feb 17, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Feb 26. Newhbon and 
Co, Wardrobe piace, Doctors’ licitors for the petit 

Tinfoil Decorative Painting Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, 
on or before March 27, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to James Waddell, Queen Victoria 
st. Monday, April 24, at 12, is appointed for hoaring wud adjudicat- 
ing upon the debts and claims. 

Tusspay, Feb. 22, 1876, 
Liwitep In Caancerr. 

Bog Mining Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Malina, 
dated Feb 11, it was ordered that the volantary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Snell, George st, Mansion House, soli- 
citor for the petitioner. 

British Provident Life and Guarantee Aasociation, Limitei.—By an 
order made by V.C. Malins, dated Feb ii, it was ordered that the 
above association be wound up. Bellamy and Co, Bishopsgate st 
within, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Chariton Ironworks Company, Limit*d.—Creditors are required, 01 or 
before March 22, to send theirnames and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Garside, Worksop. Wednes- 
day, April 5, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims. 

Coal Consumers’ Association, Limited.—Petition for win ling up, pre- 
sented Feb 21, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins en March 3. 
Bell aud Co, Bow Church yard, agents for Rogers and Co, Sheffizld, 
solicitors for the petitioners. 

Malvern Hote! Company, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R., 
dated Feb 12, it was ordered that tae above company bs wound up. 
Champion and Co, [ronmonger lane, Cheapside, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

Societe Francaise des Asohaltee, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 16, directed to be heard before V.C. Malin« on Friday, 
— 3. Abrahams and Roffey, Old Jewry, solicitors fur the peti- 

joner. 





Creditors uvder Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, Feb, tl, 1876. 
Edgar, James, Shrewsbury, Salop, Mining Engineer. March 9. Palin 
v Brookes, V.C. Bacon. Palin, Shrewsbury 
Holmes, John, Leeds, Banker. March 15. Bilbrouzh v Holmes, V.C. 
Hall. Rooke, Leeds . 
Job, Joseph, Hastings, Sussex, Watch Maker. March 17. Job v Job,. 
M.R. Cammack, Hastings 
Jones, Mary Ann, Chester. March 24, Bird v Fiddian, M.R. 
Mayor, Rev William, Swine, York. March *. Mayor vy Mayor, V.C. 
March 11. 


Bacon. Darley, Biackburn 
Partridge, Abisha, West Bromwich, Staffird, Gent. 
Stephenson v Harford, V.C, Hal!. Hare, Harcourt buildings, Temple 
Starkey, James, Norfolk House, Downs park rd, Builder, March |. 
Starkey b S:arkey, V.C. Malins. Pearce, Giltspur st 
Toxspay, Feb, 15, 1876, 
Anderton, Laurence, Chorley, Lancashire, Yeoman, 
derton v Talbot, V.C. Hall. Banks, Prestun 
Howard, John Janson, Shirley, Hants, Esq. March 18. Bell vy Turner, 
V.C. Hall. Cayley, Jermyn at 
Johnson, Job Rance, Kender st, Old Kent rd, Hammock Manufacturer. 
March 9. Jobnson v Johnson, V.O. Bacon, Lewis, Ely place 
Locke, John Charles, Soho square, Billiard Table Miker. March 10. 
Docke v Greenhill, V.C. Malins, Wynne, Lincoin’sinn fields 
Richardson, Rogerson, Grimsby. Lincoin. Furniture Dea'er. March 
10. King v Richardson, V.C. Malins. Stephenson, Great Grimsby 
Wibberley, John Franc's, Sheffleid, Tailor. March 18, Dobson ¥ 
Wibberley, V.C. Malins. Rooke and Midgley, Lesds 


Greditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Las’ Day of Glaim. 
Tusrspar, Feb. 15, 1876, 
Abram, George Parkinson, Liverpool, Master Mariner. March 10, 
Williams, Lord st, Liverpool 
Banger, Mary Ann, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset. 
and Gush, Finsbury circus 
Barnard, Mary Anne, Ringford rd, Wandsworth. April30. Shaenand 
Co, Bedford row ‘ 
Batley, Henry, Healey st, Kentish tewn. March 14. Rogers, Essex st, 
Strand 
, Ambrose, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Agent. March 25, 
Keenlyside and Forster, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Bridger, Frederick, Cambridge, Beerhouse Keeper. April 12. White- 
head, Cambridge 
Coombe, Rev Thomas, Ramsgate, Kent. March 31. 
Dalston, Piccadilly 
Crook, Jane, Dorchester place, Blandford square. March 14, Saunders 
and Co, King st, Cheapside 
Evans, Walter Mater Suore, Matlock Bath, Derby, Solicitor. April 20. 
Taylor, Bakewell 
Eves, George, Wandsworth, Surrey, Labourer. March 31. 
Wandsworta 
Farr, Geerge Evan, Truro, Cornwall, Surgeon. March 25. 
Cornhill 


Ma-ch 20. An- 


April 4. Walters 


Heary Maxwell 


Corsellis, 
Dollman, 


April 1. 

Layton and Co, Budge row, Cannon st 

Fordham, John, Stratford, Essex, Wheelwright. March 25. Ford and. 
Lloyd, Bloomsbury square 

Fox, Edward, Hereford, Farmer. March 1, Knight and Underwood, 
Hereford 

Greenwood, Lucy, Rochdale, Lancashire, Smaliware Dealer, March 1. 
Standring, Rochdale 

Gresty, Charles, Warmingham, Cheshire. Apri! 3. Cooke, Winsford 

Hardy, George Wilmott, Warrington, Lancashire, Surgeon. May 5. 
Moore, Warrington 

Harris, Charles Augustin, Mossyn rd, Brixton, Corn Salesman, March 
3t. Plows and Co, Mark lane 
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Holbrook, James Bocock, meaien, Middlesex, Land Surveyor. April 
15. Whyte and Co, Bedford ro 


Horton, Eliza, Mount Radford, St Leonards, Devon. March 11. 

Petherick, Exeter 

Hoult, Mary Ann, Eckington, Derby, Innkeeper. March 25. Alder- 
son and Son, Eckington 

Jackson, Dame Jane, Lancaster gate, Hyde park. April!. Norton 
and Co. Victoria st, Westmiaster 

Jones, Edward, Trezeiriog, Denbigh, Farmer. May. Richards and 
Son, Llangolien 

Kuttriek, Thomas, Witham, Essex, Gent. March 25. James and Oo, 
Ely place, Holborn 

Knotts, Walter, Nantes, France, Master Mariner. Mareh 25. Home, 
Lianelly 

Lashwood. Mary Ann, Newcomen rd, Battersea. March 31. Corsellis, 
Wandsworth 

Lawton, Nathaniel, Micklehurst. Cheshire, Woollen Manefacturer. 
May 12. Redferu ané Son, Oidham 

Lund, Edwin, Gracechurch st, Ship Broker. March 14, Rogers, 
Essex st, Strand 

Ma+om, Thomas, Mergate, Kent, Butcher. March 15. Greville and 
Edwards, T'uwcester 

Mason, Mary, Lincolast, Bowrd. March 18. 

Foster lane 


Prideaux and Sons, 


Mills, John, Dearnley, nr Rochdale, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Feb 22. 
Queen Anne st, Middlesex. March 31. 


April 29. Robinson and Son, 


Barrow 





Brierley, Rochda'e 
Molloy. Louisa Agnes, Tatham 
and Co, Lineoln’s it inn fields 
“Moore, William, Somerset, Innkeeper. March 25. Rees-Mogg and 
Co, Bristol 
Malweil, John, Liverpool, Outfitter. March 9. Teebay and Lynch, 
Liverpool 
Parker, Thomas James, Shacklewell lane, Hackney. March 13, Morris 
and Co, Finsbury circus 
Pennington, Edward Waiker, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. April5. Bur- 
kitt. London wall 
Pickering, Henry, Leicester, Chemist. March 24, Toller and Sons, 
Leicester 
Rickards, Edward Henry, Lincoln's inn fields, Esq. March 31. Rick- 
ards and Walker, Lincoln's inn fie'ds 
R- ety os orge. Pemberton, Lancashire,Gent. Merch 17. Scott and 
Ellis, Wigan 
Russei!, Hon John, commonly called Vicount Amberley, Ravenscroft, 
Monmouth. April 12, Wing and Du Cane, Gray’s inn square 
Schroeter, Frederick Augustus, Cannon st, Esq. Aprill5. Flower and 
Nu-sey, Great Winchester st buildings 
Snelling, William Barham, Fenchurch st, Auctioneer. - March 14. 
Rogers, Essex st, Strand 
Sweet, Sumue!, Crewkerne, Somerset, Yeoman. March 21. Sparks, 
Crewkerne 
Taylor, Alexander Young, Manchester, African Trader. Msy 7. Payne 
and Galloway, Manchester 
tee, Samuei, Liverpool, Oil Merchant. March 22, Francis and Co, 
iverpool 
Titchmarsh, Mynot, Melbourn, Cambridge, Farmer. April 12. White- 
head, Camb-idge 
Vickers, Robert, Beverley, York, Gent. 
Beverley 
‘Waley, Simon Waley, Devonshire place, Portland place, Stockbroker. 
March 25. Emannuei and simmonds, Finsbury circus 
Walferd, Ko'ert Crook, Hillington, Middlesex, Esq. March 31. 
Wills, Uxbridge 
— Elza, Great Totham, Essex, March 24. Digby and Co, 
aldon 
Wllianns, Edward ae A! mene st, Regent’s park, Butcher. March 
14, Kogere, Essex st, Strand 
Wood, Joseph, Haydock, Lancashire, Farmer. March 7. 
and Cook, st Helen’s 
Wrigley. Jonn, Rochdale, Lancashire, Coal Agent. April!. Roberts 
and Son, Rochdale 
Hawker, James Barrett, Wilton rd, Askew rd, Shepherd's bush. 
April 14. Hird, Great Titchfield st 
Frroar, Feb. 18, 1876. 
Brewster, George Church, Bulmer, Essex, Farmer. March 30. An- 
drews and Co, Sucbury 
nan, * William, Liddington, Wilts, Farmer. March 22. Townsend, 
ndon 
Buckley, Susanva, Thurlaston, Leicester. April 3. Harris 
Chatwis, Kchard Freeman, Nottingham park, Notiiagham, Gent. 
May 13. Sp-ed, Nottingham 
Clark, Ealy, Wragles, Lincoln. April 1, Toynbee and Co, Lincoln 
Frost, Kev William. T: -next-Norwich. May 13. Fox, Norwich 
— William, Highbary place, Highbury. March 25. Nash and 
Co, Queen st, Cheapside 
Grist, dames, Midhurs:, Sursex, Stone Mason, March 14, Albery and 
Lucas, Midhurst 
Barrison, Thomas, Hartford, Cheshire, Salt Proprietor. March 25. 
Fleteber, North@wich 
Hipkin, Mer‘he, Westbourne, Sussex. March 25, Sowtn, Chichester 
ee.) William, Scarborough, York. March 31. Richardson and 
Bandy Charles Edward, Calcutta, India, Captain Bengal Staff Corps. 
May 1. Kynaston and Gasquet, Queen et, Cheapside 
James, George, Hersham, Surrey, Lieat Gen R.A. April 11. Fair- 
foot and Webb, Clement’s inn 
Jarvis, Charles, ‘Bursledon, Hants, Brewer, March 3i. Brady and 
Co, Southamptoa 
Kidge'l en, Stanford Dingley, Berks, Gent. March 31. Dryland, 
Lee, jeuete Caldweil, ioe gaia L hire, C issioa Agent. 
April 14. Fox, Manche 
Mann, Wilhelm Johann “perahard, -Rostock, Germany, Merchant, 
April 17. Fielder and Sumner, Godliman st, Dociors’ commons 
Mat..ew, Murrey William, lostow, Devou. Mar.h 1. Gascotte and 
'» St, Strand 
Meyler, Kev William, St Lawrence, Pembreke. March 18. Davies 
and Co, Haverfcriwest 
Mills, Henry Hohling, Chariton, Kent, Gent. March 31. Prentice, 





—=:! 
Whi' 


itechapel rd 
— Sarah, Hollinwood, Lancashire. Murch 30, Blackbarne arg 
jo, Oldham, 
Owston, John Merry, Lockton, York, Yeoman. March 20, White. 
Poses David Atoms, Trowtelége, Wilts, Bason 0 March 
a avi ams, Trowbridgs, Wiits, Bacon Curer. 
tar To and Mann, Trowbridge bs 
Perks, John, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Solicitor. April3, Richard 
son ‘and Small, Burton-on-Trent 
Plumbe, Charles, Remenham hill, Oxford, Esq, April29. Keays, 
Bedford row 
Rodway, William, Hempstead, Gloucester, Farmer. April 5. Tones 
and Richards, Gloucester 
Shuckbuargh. Rev Charles B'enco#e, Bourton Hall, Warwick, Aprils’ 
Jones and Richards, Gloucester 
Slaney, Henry, The Trench, Salop, Confectioner, March 25, Heane, 
ewport 
Smart. Robert, Bristol, Esq. Aovril17. Fussell and Co, Bristol 
Stocken, Elizabeth Bathia Harriet, Ivy Lodge, Blackheath. May 1, 
Brooksbank and Gatland, Gray’s inn square 
Sulivan, Margaret, Portswoot, Hants. March 31. Woodrooffe and Plas. 
kitt, New square, Lincoln’s inn 
Vizard, William, Ewell, Surrey, Solicitor. March 31. Vizard and Co, 
Lincolu’s inn fields 
Wordley, William Henry, Liverpool, Architect. March 21, 
Liverpool 


Goolmas, 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Feb. 18, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 


Barton, Archibald ie King’s rd, Chelsea, Builder. Pst Fed 16. 
Spring-Rice. Feb 29 at 

Harvey, Martha, Francis at, Tottenham court rd, Carrier. Pet Feb 16, 
Spring-Rice, Feb 29 at 12.30 

Lamb, Charles, Medburn, Goldington st, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 
15. Hazlitt. Feb 29at1 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Albon, George, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancashire, Plumber. Pet Feb 16. 
Postiewa'te. Barrow-in-Farness, March 3 at 2 

Banks, William, Selby, York, Scrivener. Pet Feb 15. Perkins, York, 
March 1 at 11 

Francis, — Liverpool, Grocer. Pet Feb 16. Watson. Liverpool, 
Feb 29 

Holden, Thomas, Farnworth, Lancashire, — Manufacturer, 
Pet Feb 15. Holden, Bolton, March 2 at 

Hunter, James, and Robert Hume, A pet ano enuieh Nurserymac. 
Pet Feb 14. Harley. Bristol, March 6 at 2 

Parker, Alfred Edwin, Ipswich, Suffolk, Cabinet Maker. Pet Feb 15. 
Grimsey, Ipswich, Fed 29 at 2 

Vos, David, Folkestone, Kent, Mineral Water Manufacturer, Pet Feb 
16. Callaway. Canterbury, March 7 at 2.30 


Toespay, Feb. 22, 1876, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Barry, Edward James, Millbank Prison, Convict. Pet Feb 18. 
March 6 at 11.30 
Glassford, John Hami!ton, Mirk lane, Commission Merchant, Pet Feb 
17. Pepys. March 8 at 12.30 
Mendelssohn, Max, Devonshire rd, Seven Sisters’ rd, no business. Pet 
Feb 17. Penys. March 8 at ! 
Scott, John Wil'iam Erskine, and Frederic Southey, Great Tower st, 
Wine Merchants. Pet Feb17. Pepys. March 8 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Brewins, William, Rawcliffe, York, Tailor. Pet Feb 18. 
Wakefield, March7 at 2 

Brown, James, Spennymoor, Durham, Jewaller. Pet Feb 18. Marshall, 
Durham, March 7 at 11 

Edmands, C . en yoyry Farnitare Dealer. Pet Feb 18. Cole. 
Birmingham, March 3 at | 

Hainsworth, David, and Aa Clough, Bradford York, Top Makers. 
Pet Feb 19. Robinson. Bradford, March 7 at 9 

Marsha'l, William Henry, Bolton, Lancashire, Butcher. Pet Feb 18. 
Holden. Bolton, March 6 at Il 

Shillito, Samuel Oawes, West Green rd, Tottenham, Marcantile Clerk. 
Pet feb 17. Pulley. Edmonton, March 9 at li 

Wright, Jonathan, Frodsham, Cheshire, Farm Labourer, Pet Feb 17. 
Nichvleen. Warrington, March 9 at | 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Farpay, Feb. 19, 1876. 
Bird, James, Birmingham, Frait Salesman. Feb 15 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETING OF CREDITORS. 
Faiwar, Feb. 18, 1876. 
Almond, Mordecai John, Cardiff, Merchant. March 2 at 8 at offices of 
Barnard and Co, Crockuerptown, Cardid. Ingledew and Co 
Armstrong, Kichard, Portobello rd, Not:ing hill, Greengrocer. Mare 
3 at 10 at the A’ bert Hotel, Cornwall rd, Westbourne park 
Aspin, John Thackwray, Bradford, York, ‘Currier, Mareh 6 at 3.30 st 
offices of Neiil, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Batten, Francis, Alderma bury, Refreshment House Keeper. March? 
at 3 ut offices of Wheeier, Queen Victoria s 
Bean, John, York, Boot Maker. March 2 at WM at offices of Mann and 
, New st, fork 
ingfield, John, Gutter lane, Commission Agent, March 2 at 3 ab 
34, Essex st, Strand, Harris and Powell 
Blinkey, Th mas, Brotton, York, Innkeeper. Feb 28 at 1 at officesof 
Dobson, Gosford et, Middiesborough 


Keene. 
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oo 
Booker, George, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Builder. March 3 at 3 at 
of Holloway, Fleet st. Young, Newgate st : 
Gray, Heory, Wibtoft, Warwick, Farmer. March 2 at 12 at offices of 
fowler and Co, Grey friars chambers, Friar lane, Leicester 
es, Willie George, Halifax, York, Mineral Water Manufacturer. 
Feb 29 at 1! at offices of Shack'eton, George st, Halifax 
Brownlow, Stephe", jan, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Joiner. March! at 2 
st offices of Wallace, Hatton chambers, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon - 
ne 
gutesteld, Ge rge, South Featheratone, York, Miner. March! at 11 
at offices of Gil and Hall, Silver st, Wakefisld 


Buttery, Philin, Birmingham, Grocer, March | at 11 at offices of Eaden, 
Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
o'eman, Charles, Bodmin, Cornwall, Storekeeper. Marth 4 at 12 at 


offices of Collins, For? at, Bodmin 
Coiern, John, Willington, Durham, Grocer. Morch 3at 11 at offices 


of Chambers, Sadd'er st, Durham 
Goune, John, Preston, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. March 9 at 1! at 
offices of Thompson, Chapel! st, Preston 
Crook Justice, Normanton, York, Uoal Miner. March 2 at 3 at offices 
of Richardson, Bolton-le-Moore, Malcolm, Leeds 
Cross, Edward Livermore, East India rd, Ship Chandler. Feb 29 at 11 
at the Mawn-’ Hail Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Coleman st, Keeneand 
Marsland, Mark lane 
Couries, Henry, trading as James Lack, Nottingham Provision Dealer. 
Feb 28 at 3 at the Bell Hotel, High st. Ely. Belk, Nottingham 
Dale, William, Redcar, York, Innk+eper. Feb 29 at 2 at offices of 
Brewster and Stubbs, Bridge st west, Middlesboroug 1 
Darch, Wi'liam, Dorche-ter, Licensed Victualler, March 9 at 12at office 
of Burnett, Soath st, Dorchester 8 
Drary, Charles, Bushton, Wilts, Dealer. March 1 at 11 at the Angel 
Inn, Wotton Bassett. Bartrum, Bath 
Edmunds, Henry, Birmingham, Grocer. Feb 29 at 10.15 at offices of 
Paliows, Cherry at, Birmingham 
Eleock, Robert, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Builder, Feb 23 at 3 at 
Laing’s Hotel, Wimborne Minster. Druitt, jun, Bournemouth 
Elphick, John, Chalvington, Sussex, Poultry Daaler. March 7 at 3 at 
the Inns of Conrt Hotel, Holborn. Penfold, Brighton 
Finlay, Hugh, The Grange, South Kensington, Artist. Feb 29 at 3 at 
offices of Bradley, Mark lane 
Feetwood, Thomas, Widnes, Lancashire, Chemical Manufacturer. 
a 2 at 2 at offices of Quinn and Sons, Lord st, Liverpool. Riley, 
St Helen’s 
Foss, Tong Culeman st, Stationer. Feb 29 at 3 at offices of Shapland, 
Coleman st 
Fulford, Samne! James, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. March 2 at 12 at 
office: of Swith, Temple st, Birmirgham 
Gaerth, Henry, Union cuurt, Old Broad st, Civil Engineer. Feb 29 at | 
at offices of Watkin. Gray’s inn square 
Gou'd, Charles, Broad Marston, Gloucester, Beerhouse Keener. March 
lat 11 at offices of Griffiths, Chipping Camden 
Ganson, John, Sandwith, Cumberland, Wine Merchant. Feb 25 at 2,30 
at otices of McKelvie, Sandhills lane, Whitehaven 
Uamptn, Danie!, and Robert Hampton, Darlington, Durham, 
— March 3at1l at offices of Wilkes, Market place, Dar- 
ington 
Hargood, Elizabeth, Hatcham, New cross, Surrey, Market Gardener. 
Feb 29 at 3 at offices of Goatly, Bow xt, Covent garien 
Warirg'on, Alfred, Aldershot, Hants, Watch Maker. March | at 3.30 
at offices of Dorbidge, Farnham rd, Gu ldford 
Hawken, John, St Tudy, Cornwail, Farmer. Murch 7 at 11 at the We1- 
tord Inn, Wenford, Collins, Bodmin 
Hill, Charles, Westholme, S »merset, Farmer. March 4 at 11 at the 
George Hotel, Shepton Mallet. Nalder, Shepton Mallet 
Hirst, Wil'iam, Bradford, York, Rope Manufacturer. Feb 28 at 11 at 
Offices of Terre and Robinson, Market st, Bradfors 
Gobv«, James, Ryde, I-le of Wight, Medical Botanist. March 3 at 12at 
118, High at, Rvde 
Godgeits, Johu William, Handsworth, Stafford, Commission Agent. 
Feb 29 at 11 at offices of Eaden, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Holden, Seth, Wolverhampton, Stafford, no occupation. Maroh 3 at 12 
at offices of Deane and Lickorish, Market place, Loughborough 
Hood, Henry John, Prince of Wales’ creacent, Kentish town, Draper. 
March 2 at 2 at offices of Eagleton, Caancery lane 
Johnson, Edward William, Welton, York, Builder. March 1 at 1! at 
Offices of Jacxson and Son, Parliament st, Hull 
Jones, Morris, Newport, Monmouth, Watch Maker. March 3 at 12 at 
offices of Ginbs, Tredegar place, Newport 
Keynes, William, Paddletown, Dorset, Baker. March 7 at 11 at offices 
of Burnett, South st, Dorchester 
Knox, Charles Francis, Newgate st. Feb 28 at 3 at Peele’s Hotel, Flect 
st. Steward, Freterick st, Gray’s inn rd 
Lanman, John Barker, Halstead, Esssx, Miller. March 3 at 12 at the 
George Hotel, Halstiad. Goody, Colchester 
‘Lay, Thomas, Oxford, Mason. March | at 3 at 28, Pembroke st, Oxford. 
Cooper, Chancery laue 
Lex, John Joseph, Manc ester, Tailor, Murch 7 at 3 at offices of Gard- 
ner, Brown s’, Manchester 
Lloyd, kobert, Eagwe B.ch, Anglesey, Cuttle Dealer. March 1 at 11 
ut offices of Roberta, Llangefni 
Lingson, William, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Joiner. March 1 at 3 at 
of Johnston, Vernon st, Stockport 
Maroney, William, Bradford, York, out of business, Feb 28 at 11 at the 
Sun Hotel, Sun bridge rd, Bradford. Rhodes, Bradford 
Maylor, George, Ha'e Bark, nr Ditton, (Lancashire, Wheelwright. 
March 10 at 2 at offices of Browns, Dale st, Liverpool 
Medd, Georze Clark, Leeda, Fruit Merchant. Feb 28 at 2at the Queen's 
Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds, Rider 
» Allen, Batiey, York, Carrier. March 1 at 10.30 at offices of 
u color, Exchangs buildings, Batley 
ullen, Wiliam Ssptimus, Bradford, York Tailor, March 2 at 4 at 
Offices of Atwinson, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Nels, John, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Greengrocer. Fed 29 at 11 at 
ottices of Morgan, High st, Oardiff 
Parker, Henry, Liverpoo!, Licensed Victualler. March 2 at 1 at offices 
a kerten, Cook et, Liverpool 
er, William, Birrenhead, Cheshire, out of business, Feb 28 at 2at 
OMfees of Moore, Duncan st, Birkenhead 





Patmore, Joseph Henry, Greenwich, Kent, Engineer. March 6 at 2 at 
offices of Harris, Southwark st 

Phelps, Henry, Bridgewater, Somerset, Butcher. Feb 28 at 12 at offices 
of Reed and Cook, Kine’s square, Bridgewater 

Phillips, Evan Morgan, and John Phillips, Swansea, Glamergan, Ship 
Chandlers. Feb 29 at 11 at offices of Barnard and Co, Albion 
chambers. Bristol 

Poulter, William, Norfolk st, Rye Jane, Peckham, Butcher’s Assistant. 
March | at 3at London Joint Stock Bank chambers, West Smith- 


field. Hubbard 
Feb 28 at 12 at Castle Bank chambers, 


Price, John, Bristo', So'icitor. 
Wine st, Bristol 

Prince, John. Derby, Ou‘fitter. March 9 at 11 at the Sale Room, 
c cial chambers, Wardwick, Derby. Moody, Derby 

Ramsey, Elizebeth, South Shie'ds, Durham, Fruiterer. March 8 at 3 
at offices of B2I!, King st, S:uth Sheids 

Rees, John Price, Old st, St Luke’s, Looking Glass Manufacturer. 
March 2 at 3 at offices of Goldberg, West s«, Moorgate st 

Rippon, Edward, Honiton, D von, Lace Manufacturer. Feb 26 at2 at 
tae Castle Hote!, Castle st, Exeter 

Rogers, Charles Lacey, Barnsley, York, Solicitor. March 7 at 3 at the 
King’s Head Hotel, Barnsley 

Rothwell, Charles, Manchester, Fustian Manufacturer. March 8 at 3 
at offices of Rylance and Barker, Ess-x «t, Manchester 

Rothwell, Jame+, Oldham, Lancashire, Hosier. March 2 at 3 at offices 
of Mellor, Church lane, Oldham 

Rassel!, Abraham, West Bromwich, S:aff rd, General Dealer. Feb 26 
at 10,15 at offices of Jackson, Lombard st, West Bromwich 

Saunders, William, Swanses, Glamorgan, Colliery Proprietor. March 2 
at |! at oftices of Davies and Hartland, Rutland st, Swansea 

Sbannon, Edward, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Merchant’s Clerk. March 11 
at 12 at offices of Woodburn and Co, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Shorter, Henry, Crown court, Old Broad st, Stockbroker. Feb 29 at 
12 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Liacoln’sinn fields. Slake, Bell yard, 
Doctors’ commons 

Simpson, Alfred James, Devons rd, Bromley-by-Bow, Greengrocer. 
Feb 26 at 10.30 at offices of Hicks, Globe rd, Mile End 

Smith, John, Derby, Builder. Murch 2 at 3 at offices of Gretton, Corn 
Market, Dorby 

Smith, Timothy, Clay Cross, Derby, Draper. March 4 at 3 at offices of 
Gee, High st, Cnesterfield 

Squires, Edward, Worcester. Licensed Victualler. March 6 at 3 at 
at officer of Pitr, The Avenue, Cross, Worcester 

Stebbing, Zachariah, Bury St Ed:nunds, Suffolk, Painter. March 4 at 
12 at the Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Salmoa and Son, Bury Sx 
Edmunds 

Summers, Edmund, North Repps, Norfolk, Builder. Feb 28 at 12 at 
the office of the Registrar, Redwell st, Norwich. Hansell 

Taylor, Godfrey, Halifax. York, Fruiterer. March 3 at 11 at offices of 
Emmet and Emmet, Harrison rd, Halifax 

Tebbs, Joreph, Leeds, Hop Factor. March 8 at2 at the Queen’s Hotel, 
Leeds. Rideal, Manchester 

Thompson, William, Coventry, Silk Dyer. Feb 29 at 12 at the County 
Court office, Little Park st,C oventry. Dewes and Co, Coventry 

Tripp, James Henry, Langford r4, Kentish town, Builder. Feb 29 at 
8 atoffices of Cooper, Chincery Jane 

T-itton, Thomas, Auckland hil!, Lower Norwood, Tailor, March 4 at 
12 at 6. Duke at, Adelphi. Tilsley, Abchurch yard, Cannon st 

Turner, Charles, Bris‘ol, Fruit Merchant, March 2 at 2 at offices of 
Williams and Co, The Exchange, Bristo!. Brittan and Oc, Bristol 

Waddington, Edwin Arthur, Brunswick stables, sranswick rd, Poplar, 
Carman. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of Scott. Gray's inn square 

Ward, Moses Mercer, Mark lane, Wins Merchant. March 9 at 12 at 
offices of Pettengill, Walbrook 

Wa kina, James, Fern‘ale, Ystralyfodwg, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 

Mareh 2 at 11 at offices of 





2 at 12 at offices of James, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Webster, John, Buxton, Derby, Saddler. 
Taylor, Hardwicke terrace, Buxton 
Westaway, James, A<hburton, Devon, Market Gardener. March 3 at 
11 at offices of Hirtzel, Queen et, Exeter 
Whincap, Peter Knaresbirough, York, Butcher. March 3 at 12 at 
offices of Powell, Castle yard, Knaresborough 
Wileman, Arthur, Leicester, Tailor. March 4 at 1 at officesof Haxbdy, 


kelvoir s*, Leicester 
Williams, William, Bristol, \ eae March 4 at 12 at offices of 
March 7 at 3 at offices of 


Sherrard, Nicholas st, Bristo 

Winter, Benjamin, Liverpool, Contractor. 
— and Bolland, South John st, Liverpool, Whitley and Maddock, 

ive: 

Yeo, Richard, jun, Bideford, Devon, Grocer. March | at 12 at offices 
of Hole ani Peard, Willett st, Bideford 

York, Benjamin George, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Draper. Mareh 2 
at 3 at offices of Stirk, North st, Wolverhampton 

Young, John, Hornsey rd, Corn Merchant, Feb 28 at 1 at offices of 
Griffiths, Queen Victoria st. Lane, Poultry 

Touxspar, Feb. 22, 1876. 

Atkin, Samuel, Metheringham, Lincela, Plumber. March 8 at ll at 
offices of Page, jun, Flaxengate, Linco'n 

Barradale, Thomas, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer. March 17 at 3 at 
offices of Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Baunton, Alfred, Wincanton, Somerset, Padlican, March 6 at 12 at 
offices of McCarthy, K'ng at, Frome 

Beatrie, Wilham, Gqteshead, Durham, Innkeeper. March | at | at 
offices of Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Bebbington, Samuel, Brindley, Cheshire, Boot Maker. March 14 at 
11 30 atthe Crown Hotel, Nantwich, Cheshire. Pointon 

Bell, John, and George Bell, Torquay, Devon, Crtractors. March 4 
at 11 at offices of Parsons, Atber.ccum chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol. 
Beckingham, Bristol 

Bevan, John, Lianmadock, Glamorgan, Labourer. March 3 at 3 at 
Offices of Woudward, Wind at, Swausea 

Bisshopp, Cecil, Crawley, Sussex, Plumber. Merch 9 at 12 at the 
Guildball Cuffee Hous-, Gresham st. Cotching, H 

Bloom, Jacob, ‘fredegar, Mormooth, Pawnbroker. March 6 a§ 11 at 
offices of Harris, Morgan st, Tredegar 

Bostey, Samuel, Long Ditton, Sarrey, Builder. March 7 at 11 at offices 
of Walker and Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Bramwell, George, Goswell rd, St Lukes, Oilman. March 6 at 3 et 
offices of Brown, Goswell rd 
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March 7 at 1 at 


March 7 at 11 at offices of 
Flint, Full st, Derby 
Burwood, George aa, Kirkley, Suffolk. Genera! Cooper. March 9 
Yarmouth 
Chandler, Annie, Montpelier square, Brompton, Actress, March 15 at2 
Chiles, Edwin, Mendlesham, Svff»!k, competes. 
the Fox Hotel, Stowmarket. Gud geo! 
March 7 at 3 at offices of 
ood and Son, Waterloo et, Birmingham 
Collins, William Robert, Hyde rd, Hoxton, Boot Manufacturer. 
Compton, William, Hibernia Wharf, Southwark, Provision Merchant. 
March 7 at 3.30 at offices of Worthington and Co, Eastcheap. 
oft'ces ot Parsons, Eldon chambers, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Coulson, George Harrison, Boughton-under-t the-Blean, Kent, Miller. 
terbury. Sankey and Co, Canterbury 
Dapp, Trayton, Brighton, Sussex, Pork Butcher. March 13 at 3 at 
Verrall, 
Brighton 
Darling, William, High st, Poplar, Upholsterer. March 2 at 2 at offices 
Davies, Fanny, Ulanelly, Carmarthen, Draper. 
Cannon st Hotel. Howell, Lianelly 
March 3 at 1 at 
offices of Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Farrand Wade, Newport 
De Winter, Eleazer, Sun st, Finsbury, Grocer. 
Doel, Simeon, Trowbridge, Wilts, Cloth Merchant. March 6 at 12 at 
offices of Rodway, Fore st, Trowbridge 
March 1] at 3 at offices of 
Digby and Co, Maldon 
Duckett, Charies Martin, Liverpon', Licansed Victualler. March 10 at 
Eaton, Edward, Crewe town, Chesnire, Greengrocer. 
offices of Pointon, Market st, Crewe Town 
March 6 at 1 at the 
Dolphin Hotel, Stafford. Twynam, kuge'sy 
Fothergill, John, Runcorn, Cneshire, Corn Merchant. March 7at ll at 
Frampton, Eli, Southsea, Hint«, Umbrella Maoufacsurer. March7 at 
12 at 145, Cheapside. King, Portsea 
Parkinson, Commerce court, Lord st, Liverpool 
Gaury, Joseph, Watling st, Silk Merchant. March 15 at 2 at the 
bers, Old Jew 
Gentle, Joveph Henry, Plumstead, Kent, Cheesemonger. March 6 at 3 
Glexee, William, Manchester, Watch Maker. 
Rylance and Barker, Essex st, Manchester 
Great St Helen’s, Crosby square 
Grose, Adolph, West Hartlepoo!, Nurham, Perfumer. 
Hall, Henry, Oxford, Tailor. March 14 at 11 at offices of Mallam, High 
st, Oxford 
cupation. March 15 at3 at ottices of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry 
chambers 
March 8 at 10.15 at 
offices of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Henderson, John, and George Henderson, Liverpool, Corn Merchants. 
Dodge and Phipps, Liverpool 
Hicks, Thomas, Ramsgate, Kent, Coach Builder. March 6 at 3 at the 
Hill, Ann, Hail green, Cneshire, Butcher. March 6 at 11 at offices of 
Sherratt, Market st, Kidsgrove 
offices of Willecock, Queen’s chambers, North st, Wolverhampton 
Horton, Joseph, Bilston, Scuffurd, Hat.er. March 7 at 3 at ofices of 
Hoghes, William Hastings, Mark lane, Wine Marchant. 
atthe Londin Tavern, Bishopsgate st within. Trinders and Hay- 
Huson, Charles Lorimer, Great Tower st, Produce Broker. 
3at tbe London Tavern, Bishopsgate st within. Simpson and Calling- 
Hutchings, Walter, jun, Devonport, Devon, Innkeeper. March7 at 12 
at offices of Bridgman and Johnstone, Princess aquare, Plymouth 
at offices of Beli, Church st, West Hartlepool 
Insley, ot Wolvey, Warwick, Farmer. March 9 at 12 at the Craven 
Jackson, Seas Leicester, Chemist. at 3 at offices of Fowler 
and Co, Friar lane, Leicester 
James, John, Tredegar, Monmouthshire, Collier, March 8 at 12 at 
offices of Shepard, Chapel st, Tredegar 
12.30 at offices of Stroud, Clarence parade, Cheltenham, Haines, 
Gloucester 
Builder. March 


Brown, Jobn, jun, Derby, House Paicter, 
at 12 at the Suffelk Hotel, Lowestoft. Wiltshire, Hall plain, Great 
at offices of Beard and Son, Basinghball st 

March 10 at 12 at 

Clay, Joseph, Birmingham, Boot Desler. 

Ww 
Mareh 
7 at 4 at offiees of Halli, Lincoln’s inn fisids 

Cooper, Joseph, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Hatter, March 6 at 2 at 
March 4 at 12 30 at the Lower Music Hall, St Margaret’s st, Can- 
the Telemachus Rooms, Uld Ship Hotel, Brighton. 
of Lea, Old Jewry chambers 

March 6 at 11 at the 

Davies, Tou. Newport, Moamouth, Potato Merchant. 

March 6 at 3 at offices 
of Ablett, Cambridge terrace, Hyde park 

Downey, John S:eeple, Essex, Facmer, 

3 at oftices of Lowe, Cast'e st, Liverpool 
March 7 at 11 at 

Elton, Henry, Wheaton Asto', stafford, Farmer. 
offices of Day, Bridge st, Runcorn, Bretherton, Warrington. 

Geth, Samue!, Liverpool, out uf business. March 7 at 3 at offices of 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Baylis and Co, Church court cham- 
at ottices of Scard and Sons, Gracechurch st 

March 9 at 3 at offices of 

Godson, Arthur, Holloway rd, Brewer. March 6 at 3 at offices of Smith, 
offices of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Hamiltor, Francis Henry, Queensbury place, South Kensington, no oc- 

Hassall, Abraham, Birmingham, out of business. 

March 6 at2 at offices of Banner and Son, Nortn John st, Liverpool. 
Bu!l and George Hotel, iligh st, Ramsgate. Walford, Ramsgate 
Holland, Charles, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Dyer. March 9 at 10.30 at 

Bowen, Bilston 
March 7 at 2 
ward, Bishopsgate st within 
March 8 at 
ford, Gracechurch st 

Hutchinson, Joseph, West Hartiepoul, Durham, Grocer, March 6 at 3 

Arms 
March 7 
Jones, Edward, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Wheelwright. March 7 at 
Jones, William James, North Shields, Northumberland, 


3 at 2 at offices of Smith, Sack ville st, North Shields 

Keene, Francis Edwis, Loughborough House, Brixton, Auctioneer, 
March 4 at 11 at offices of Pigeon, (ireat George st, Westminster 

Kettel, Alfred, Seal, Kent, Baser, March 2 at 3 at offices of Arnold, 
High st, Maidstone 

Knight, Semuel Joseph, Birmingham, Butcher. March 2 at l0at the 
White Horse Hotei, Congreve st, Birmingham 

Large. John, Hackford, Norfolk, Cattle Dealer. March 6 af 11 at offices 
of Chittock, Bank st, Norwich 

Laws, James, South Shields, Durham, Grocer. March 6 at 3 at o‘fices 
of Mabane, Barrinaton st, South Shields 

Learey, Samuel, Sheffield, Furnace Builder. March 2 at 2 at offices of 
Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffleld 





Leat, James, Buckland, Portses, Hants, Brick Maker. 
offices of King, North st, Portsea 

Lee, Thomas, Lympstone, Devon, Baker. 
Mogridge, Chagford 

Lower, Georue, Plymouth, Devon, Brewer, March 3 at 2 at the ¢ 
non st Hotel. Adams, Plymouth 

Lindon, Joseph, Maryknowle, Devon, Farmer. March 6 at 3 at 
King’s Arms Hotel, Kingsbriige, Hurrell, Kingsbridga 

Lyle, John Blake, Grimseott, Cornwa!l, Yeoman. March 6 at 2 at 
Tree Hotel, Stratton. Bencratt, Barnstaole 

Martin, William, Pendleton, Lancashire, Grocer. March7 at 4at of 
of Best, Lower King st, Manchester 

Mason, Thomas, Chippenham, Kilburn, Herbalist. March 3 at3 ata 
of Abletr, Cambridge terrace, Hyde park 

McGowan, Annie, Maddox st, Regent st, Milliner. March 8 at 3 at the 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Neal, Lime st : 

Mellor, Abednego, Southport, Lancasnire, General Draper. Murch? 
at 3 at offices of Welyby and Smallshaw, Lord st, Southport ‘ 

Nicholas, Edmund, Fonthill rd, Seven Sisters’ rd, Holloway, Oilman, 
March’ 6 at 11 at the Masons’ Hali Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basiogs | 

all st 

Oaten, Henry, Tiverton, Davon, out of business, March 3 at ll at the 
Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Loosemore, Tiverton 

Overall, John, Shacklewell !ane, West Hackney, Builder, March 4 
3 at offices of Evans and Eagles, Jolin st, Bediord row 

Porter, Charles, Birmingnam, Surgeon. March 1 at 10.15 at offices 
East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st. Birmingham 

Redman, Frederick Harrison, St Albans, Hertford, Painter, Maro ~ 
6 at 11 at offices of Simnson, Si Poter st, St Albans 

Ring, George, Golden green, Kent, Farmer. March 3 at 11 at 
Greyhound Inn, Hadluw. Paimer, Tunbridge 

Roberts. Thomas, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Grocer. March 4 at3 at offless 
of Ellis, Eastgate st, Chester : 

Robinson, Thomas, Middlesborough, Y»rk, Tailor. March 1! at 12 
1, Coniscliffa rd, Darlington. Clayhills ye 

Rowlands, Thomas, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Grocer. March | att af 
offices of Howell, Canon st, Aberdare 

Rutherford, John Henry, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Newspaper Proorietor, 
March 8 at 2 at offices of Joels, Newgate *t, Newcastle-upon-T yno 

Ryan, John Michael, Liverpool, Grocer. March 17 at 3 at oilices 
Lowe, Castle »t, Liverpool i 

Sandiford, Joseph, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Tin Plate Worker. March ~ 
16 at 3 at offices of Royle, Cheapside, King st, Manchester, Gardner, 
Manchester 

Savage, frederick William, Watton, Norfolk, Engineer. March 6 at 2 

- at offices of Nurses and Derry, St James’ 3 st King’s Lynn 

Scaife, Samuel Bishop, Shetield, Butcher. March 6 at 12 at offices of 
Patteson, Queen st, Sheffield 

Smith, Richard Stevevs, Teignmouth, Davon, Licensed Victualler, 
March 7 at 12 at offices of Peyton, Bampfylde st, Exeter 

Tattersall, James, Burnley, Lancashire, Draper. March 7 at 3a 
offices of Nowell, Harzreaves st, Burnley 

Taylor, John Beadie, Lorrimore rj, Wa!worth, out of business, March — 
7 at 2 at offices of Ashiey and Tve, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 4 

Thomas, David, Dowiais, Glamorgan, Grocer. March 3 at i at offices | 
of Simons and Plews, Church s:, Merthyr Tydfil 

Tillotson, Spencer, Silsien, York, Tailor. March 8 at 1l at the Bi 
Cow Inn. Kirkgate, Bradford. Paget, Skipton 

Turner, John, Leeds, Juiner. March 7 at 3 at the Queen’s Hotel, 
Boulton, Pontefract 

Twibill, Joseph, and Robert Squire Jame, Manchester, Engin 
March 3 at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburtoo, King st, 


chester 
Warden, Thomas, Kiveton park, York, Builder, March 4 at 13a” 
March 8 at 12 at : 


offices of Tatrershail, Queen st, Shettield. Patteson 

Warwick, James Thomas, Soutnamp:on, Gas Fitter. 
offices of Perkins and Candy, Alnion terrace, Southampton 

Welsh, Alexander, Liverpoo!, Market Constable. March 7 at 3 at 
offices of Vine, Dale st, Liverpool. Bartlett, Liverpool 

Whittaker, John, Formosa st, Maida hili, out of business, March? 
11 at offices of Greening and Co, Farcinzdon st 

Wilkinson, John Edwin, Thornton st, Horselydown, Cheesemongst, 
March 9 at 2 at offices of Aird, Eastcheap 

Wilkinson, Richard, M Warel n, March 6 at 3 

March 6 at 


offices ot Richardson, Kennedy st, Manchester 
Willacy, James Rose, St Helsn’s, Lancashire, Miller. 

Martia,. 
March 7 at 11.304 


March 3 at 4 af 
March 9at 3 at offices of 





at otiices of Banner and son, North John st, Liverpool, 
Liverpoo 

Williams, William, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Grocer. 
offices of Rees, ‘’homas st, Llanelly 

Willsher, John Chaplin, Gracechurch st, Commission Agent. March & 
at 12 at the Guildhall Tavern, Greshaia st. Harrison, Gudliman 
Doctors’ commons 

Wilson, George Laverick, Stockton, Durham, Tobacconist. March J 
at 3 at offices of Hunton’ and Bolsover, High st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Wilson, Ralph, Braithwell, York, Miller. March 2 at 11 ‘at offices 
Machen, Bank st, Sheffield 

Wood, Henry, Blackburn, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. March 3 at ll 
offices of Darley, Lord st west, Blackburn 

Woodhead, John, Brighouse, York, Wire Manufacturer. March 10 
$ at the coyal Hotel, Brighouse. barber, Brighouse 


EDE AND SON, 
Soh MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Mojesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial B 
Corporation of London, &e, 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO. 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1639, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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